TALKS BY a 


SWAMI TYAGISHANANDA 
AVATARA 


DOCUMENTED BY 
SWAMI KIRTIDANANDA 


SWAMI TYAGISFIANANDA 


SWAMI TYAGISHANANDA 


BORN AS KRISHNA MENON, OF SMT. KALLYANI AMMA, IN I83I. 
UNCLE SRI KOCHUNNI MENON WAS A JUDGE AND HE WANTED 
TO MAKE KRISHNA ALSO A JUDGE. HIS EARLY LIFE WAS SO 
SIMPLE AND GIVEN TO RITUALS IN PARTICULAR. HE PASSED 
INTERMEDIATE WITH A GOLD MEDAL IN SANSKRIT FROM 
MAHARAJA COLLEGE, ERNAKULUM AND SECURED IST RANK 
IN SANSKRIT FROM PRESIDENCY COLLEGE, MADRAS. DURING 
HIS COLLEGE DAYS, HE GOT INITIATED INTO SPIRITUAL LIFE 
BY REV. SWAMI BRAHMANANDA, AFTER UNDERGOING MANY 
TESTS FROM HIS GURU. HE PRACTICED AS AN ADVOCATE 
AFTER HIS B.L DEGREE UNDER HIS UNCLE. IN ONE CASE HE 
DEALT SUCCESSFULLY WELL BUT WHEN HE CAME TO KNOW 
THAT IT WAS A FRAUD-ONE, HE LEFT THE PRACTICE ONCE 
FOR ALL. IN 1922 HE JOINED THE VIVEKANDAYANI HIGH 
SCHOOL AS THE PRINCIPAL BEING REQUESTED BY THE 
SCHOOL AUTHORITIES. IN 1925 HE SECURED HIS L.T. DEGREE 
CONTINUED THERE TILL 1933. DURING THOSE DAYS HE USED 
TO LIVE IN A THATCHED SHED WITH OTHER FRIENDS OF HIS 
LIKE RAMAN NAMBIAR (SW. NISHREYASANANDA), 
EZHUTHACHAN MASTER (SW. VISHWABHARANANDA], P. 
BHASKARAN [SW. KRITANANDA) AND OTHERS. HE USED TO GO 
FOR EVENING WALKS AND ONCE SAW THE 
POVERTY-STRICKEN ILLITERATE VILLAGE PEOPLE NEARBY 
AND WAS VERY MUCH MOVED AND HE STARTED RELIEF 
WORKS AMONGST THEM IN 1927. HE PURCHASED 
PURANTTAKARA LAND PROCURED BY HIS ADMIRERS LIKE 
GOVINDA WARRIER (SW. VYOMAKESHANANDA], RAMAN NAIR 
(SW. VIPAPMANANDA) BALAN MASTER (SW. 
NITY ABODHANANDA). HE STARTED THERE, CLASSES | AND II 
THE SAME YEAR AND DEVELOPED IT INTO AN ASHRAMA 
GURUKULAM, VIDYAMANDIRAM, SANSKRIT PATHASAHA, 
HANDICRAFT, MATRUMANDIRAM FOR GIRLS ETC. BESIDES HE 
DISTRIBUTED SOME 4% ACRES OF LAND FOR THE POOR 
SCHEDULED CASTE FAMILIES OF NEARBY REGION. HE GOT 
INITIATED INTO BRAHMACHARYA WITH THE NAME AKHANDA 
CHATIANYA IN 1922 AND INTO SANYASA IN 1932 BY SWAMI 
SIVANANDAJI MAHARAJ WITH THE NAME - SWAMI 
TYAGISHANANDA AT MADRAS MATH. HE CAME TO BANGALORE 
IN 1938 AS THE PRESIDENT OF THE LOCAL ASHRAM AND 
CONTINUED THERE TILL HIS MAHASAMADHI ON AUGUST 6 
ISSI. HE IS WELL-KNOWN FOR HIS DEEP SCHOLARSHIP AND 
INSIGHT INTO SCRIPTURE AND WORKS LIKE HIS COMMENTARY 
ON SVETASVATA UPANISHAD, NARADA BHAKTI SUTRAS, 
TRANSLATION OF MANDUKYA UPANISHAD, BHAGAVAT 
DARSHANAM ETC. BANARAS UNIVERSITY AWARDED HIM A 
FELLOWSHIP FOR HIS GREAT SCHOLARSHIP. [COLLECTED 
FROM KERALA ADMIRERS). 


DOCUMENTED BY 
SWAMI KIRTIDANANDA BETWEEN MAR IS47 & JAN IS48 


AVATARA (31d) 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


PREFACE: ticvarescerddi tasaenesahah vuuusesaten ecanpisiinedenaenateuaaeadsteaveaws sa daiatestecgutdeatuwkiascociicehee tate vesenatenpethaaiausscsuoneoesy 2 
RAMAVATARA (aTHTddit): DIFFERENT VERSIONS OF RAMAYANA STORY. ........:cessesseeeeescesceeeeeaeeaeeseeaeeneenaes 4 
RAMAVATARA (a1HTadik): DIFFERENT VERSIONS OF RAMAYANA STORY.........:sesseseseeeescesceseeeaesseesecseeneenees 4 
REFERENCE TO THE CHARACTER OF RAMAYANA IN THE VEDIC LITERATURE ....0.. eee cecceceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee eee 7 
RAMA: IN THE.UPANISHADS s seliciscsdscsdecarectetacceerseittes eccuateuteates cuir veaveccnestabeaibaadaceet nents cenecterata Syed desabea dened’ 9 
THE THREE MAIN APPROACHES FOUND IN OUR SCRIPTURES..........c:sscssssssesseeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeseeeeneeees 11 
THEVAVATARA. DOCTRINE. wsictasecticcecitusncndecedes eaapeciaene cca eastaxe dtaenaueat ae een iu neiaetuiauiainececttoahaeridecise tates 12 
NUMBER‘OF AVATARAS vo sisveictecte ccs decettieece dh cadtcucic occ cong cbadicudieeie wall teal sen encendadecusu reseed touahetvectdeiaheueteved 15 
THE RATIONALE OF DOCTRINE OF AVATARA............cecceeeeeeeceeeeeesenseaaeeaaeaaaaaaeaaeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 16 


Page 1 of 120 


PREFACE 


It has been a remarkable experience to read Swami Tyagishanandaji's exposition of the concept 
of "AVATARA". Swami Sukhatmanandaji has given us all a treasure in the form of these 
writings of one of the greatest Sanskrit scholars of the 20th century, who Combined the 
principles of the scriptural interpretation prevailing among traditional Sanskrit scholars of India 


for centuries with a very modern critical approach. 


In his writings Swami Tyagishananda explores Vedas, Puranas, epics like the Ramayana and the 
Mahabharata, devotional classics like the Bhagavata, metaphysics and, above all, various 


systems of Indian philosophy, primarily the different schools of Vedanta. 


Though Swami Tyagishananda was not a prolific writer, some of his works are widely 
acclaimed, as for example: “Narada Bhakti Sutras”, and “Svetasvatara Upanishad “, as well as 
the article published in the ‘Cultural Heritage of India ‘ under the title “The Philosophy of the 
Bhagavata”. These writings reflect an extraordinary level of scholarship in almost every area of 


traditional learning. 


Many of his well known published works were initially written down as class notes by Swami 
Kirtidanandaji who was a junior monastic member in the Bangalore Ramakrishna Math when 
Swami Tyagishanandaji was its president. As examples of these one can cite the recent 
publications such as “Srimad Bhagavad Gita: Insights and 


Significance“and “Ishavasyopanishad”’. 


Among Swami Tyagishananda’s writings, the work on “Avatara” deserves special mention 
because of its uniqueness. It may be noted here that this work is yet to be published in book 


form. It still remains at present as well edited class notes. 


The article on Rama is unique in many ways. The Swami’s treatment of the character of Rama, 
including references found in the Vedic and the Upanishadic literature, the study of the character 
of Sita, the sanctified heroine of Valmiki Ramayana, the critical study of Valmiki as a poet, 
Swami Tyagishananda’s critical exposition of the doctrine of Avatara - all these make this work 
a veritable masterpiece of erudition, both stimulating and inspiring to serious students of India’s 


spiritual, cultural and philosophical heritage. It is very relevant at a time and in an age that is 
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witnessing a proliferation of non-authentic publications based on second-hand information 
embellished with a liberal coating of fanciful so-called 'modern interpretations’ of our ancient 


heritage. 


It is important to remember that Swami Tyagishananda lived during the period in which a 
number of great scholarly saints were active both within and outside the Ramakrishna Order, 
such as Sri Ramana Maharshi, Swami Tapovanam Maharaj, Swami Purushothamanandaji 


Maharaj and Swami Shivanandaji Maharaj, all of whom enriched India’s spiritual heritage. 


We can be sure that future generations of serious students of India’s ancient scriptural tradition 
and of Hindu philosophy will remember Swami Tyagishanandaji as an outstanding scholar, saint, 


and Karma-yogi. 


Swami Tattwamayananda 
Minister in Charge, 


Vedanta Society of Northern California, San Francisco 
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RAMAVATARA (aaldd): DIFFERENT VERSIONS OF RAMAYANA 


STORY 


The most important text which gives the story of Rama is of course Valmiki Ramayana 
but there are other accounts also of his life which differs in essential details from the account 
given by Valmiki. Thus the (1) Moudgalya Ramayana makes Sita the daughter of Ravana. 
According to this text Narada curses Lakshmi to be born as the daughter of a Rakshasha, as she 
insulted him. She is therefore born as the daughter of Mandodari and when Narada informs 
Ravana that she would be his ruin he casts here away into the sea. She is washed into the river 
called Srutamala in Janaka’s country and there the Sun God places here in a lotus and worships 
here for nine months. Janaka prayed for a child and the Sun gives her in gift. According to (2) 
Bhavaartha Ramayana, Mandodari is said to have requested Ravana just before his death to 
bring Rama and Sita before her as their son-in-law and daughter and pay all honors to them as 
such and thus Ravana’s mind became pure and he immediately died a natural death and went to 
heaven. (3) In the Uttara Vashishta Purana and the Skanda Uttara Purana, it is said that Sita 
was the daughter of Dasaratha who gave her to Janaka in adoption with the warning that she 
would disappear if she touches the ground. When the sage Jaajati comes to the court of Janaka, 


there was none to receive him and therefore Sita comes down from her utoy” and immediately 


disappears from earth. Seven years afterwards she was found in the earth when Janaka was 
ploughing the field to perform a sacrifice. Sita is thus the sister of Rama but not recognized as 
such when she was found again in the field after disappearance. (4) The Bhargava Purana also 
considers Sita as Rama’s sister. (5) According to certain popular traditions stories Mandodari 
gives birth to Sita as she drank some nectar which the Devas had prepared for Ravana’s 
destruction and which Ravana had forcibly carried away to Lanka to prevent it from being drunk 
by anybody. Mandodari drinks it thinking it as poison as a result of a domestic quarrel. (6) 
Vashishta Ramayana Uttarakhanda Adhyaya XI;12-13 says that after Dashakanta Ravana was 
killed, Rama had to fight again, with Satakanta Ravana and in this fight Rama was not able to 
kill Ravana and Sita who accompanied him fought with him and killed him. This Shatakanata 
was living in Mayapura. (7) According to Dashratha Jataka of Buddhist, Dasaratha was king of 
Kashi and had two sons Rama and Lakshmana and a daughter Sita. Rama is called Ramapundita. 


The exile etc. all follows and after their return Rama was installed as king with Sita as Queen- 
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consort. Buddha himself relates this Jataka to a husband-man who grieves for his lost father and 
says that in his former birth he was this Rama. (8)There is a story of Rama in Mahabharata, 
where the Balakhanda story is absent. Ayodhya and Aranya Khanda are only in shorter forms. 
There is no Sabari story and no mention of Ramayana by Valmiki. Perhaps the story of 


Vanaparva is an earlier edition of the story. The ‘verse’ in Valmiki Ramayana “aa f a: 
aa fe q-&:! refers to Buddha as a thief in the Ayodhya Khanda in Rama’s own words against 


JaVali whom he considered a Buddhist. (9) There are two versions of Rama’s story current in the 
island of Vali. According to one version Rama goes to forest not in favor of a brother but of a 
father’s younger brother. Similarly Vali is Sugriva’s younger brother. The other version is more 
or less the same as Valmiki’s story. (10) In Siam Rama’s story are in pictures depicted on walls 
of temples and in one picture is shown the story of Brahma giving instructions to Valmiki to 
write the Kavya. (11) There are different descriptions of Ramayana story given by Kalidasa in 
Raghuvamsha and (12) Bhavabuti in Uttararamacharita etc., more or less based on Valmiki’s 
account. There are other Ramayanas also such as the (13) Adbhuta Ramayana, (14) 
Anandaramayana, and (15) Durvasa Ramayana, (16) Tulsi Ramayana and (17) Kamba 


Ramayana etc. in vernacular. 


Other references to the Ramayana Story versions: 

1) Valmiki Ramayana has been welded together from materials taken from 1) Dasaratha 
Jataka, ii) cycle of legends from Southern India that grew up about a grand and noble Brahmana 
hero, Ravana and iii) the floating group of legends related to ape-worship. — D.C.Sen Bagchi, 

2) Rama represents a synthesis of the cults and culture prevalent in different parts of India. 
Surrender of the will to Rama is essential, and when Rama who all life is realized, men cannot 
fight amongst themselves any more than the branches of the same tree can stifle each other. - An 
Approach to Ramayana by I. Narayana Menon. 

3) Lectures on Ramayana by V.S.Srinivasa Shastri. 

4) Studies in the Ramayana by K.S. Ramaswami Shastri. 

5) Origin and Development of Ramayana (by C. Buick. Hindi) viz. Vedic Literature and 
Ramkatha; Valmiki Ramayana; Ramakatha in Mahabharata; Buddhist Literature; Jain Literature; 
Dasaratha Jataka; Original guru of the Ramayana; Original and interpolations in Valmiki 


Ramayana; early development of Ramakatha; Ramakatha in Sanskrit religious literature; Poetic 
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and Indian Literature; Modern Indian languages; - All these are concerned with the Important 
topics in the 7 kandas, How the different threads in the Ramayana story are woven and indicating 
the underlying motives in all stages of development. Influence of the Ramakatha in different 
parts of the world, Original unity in the diversity of Ramakatha, Common features of the 
interpolations — influence of several religious doctrines on the Ramayana. 

6) Ramayana Swalochana (Marathi) — Excellence of the epic; Ideal character of Rama; 
social, political, economic conditions of those days; Nature and degree of civilizations of the 
Vanaras and Rakshasas; inter-politics; chronology of Races; Determination of geographic places 
mentioned in Ramayana; Analysis of unfit characters; Critical review of some other versions. 
Symbol of Administration (P.C. Bhome), Larken Jubbulpore. 

7) TT Gar Prasad agrarach Pnfed casrerad sos | Faretspeara gore TATA ATT 
froaet otf Aopet siete 

8) Kashmiri Ramayana 

9) Ramayana in China: Chikyo Yamoto; Tibetian Ramayana; Bhasti Ramayana; Nuley text; 
Laos’s version; Khemer and Siamese. 

10) C.N.Mehta — Flight of Hinduism: - Principal Races of mankind; Air sortie use of 
Aeroplane, fire-arms, gases etc.; Nature of the War; Rama’s Lanka. 

11) Filial love, felicity of marriage; aesthetic criticisms; syntax on tenses in Ramayana; 


vocabulary of Ramayana; date etc.; Imagery of Ramayana. 
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REFERENCE TO THE CHARACTER OF RAMAYANA IN THE VEDIC 
LITERATURE 


1. Sita is an agricultural Goddess praised in the Rigveda IV: 57; 6-7. The verses mean “Oh! 
Auspicious Sita! Be present, be glorified that thou mayest be propitious to us, that thou mayest 
give abundant fruits, may Indra take hold of it, May Pushan guide her, May she well stored in 
water yield it as milk year after year”! This is according to Wilson’s translation. 

2. Prof. Wilson also says that the Yajur Veda has some stories about Sita recited when during 
four hours at the ceremony of preparing the sacrificial ground. The verses are Sukla Yajurveda 
XI: 69 -72. 

3.Again in Taitterya Brahman, is given a story of Sita in connection with ritual eulogizing the 


effect of adorning the face with what is called “C2AMIcT$T in performing the sacrificial rite the 


story runs thus — Prajapati created King Soma, after him the three Vedas and soma held them in 
the palm of his hand. Then Sita suddenly became enamored of King Soma but he loved another 
damsel called Sraddha. She went to her father Prajapati and told him of her love to Soma. 


Prajapati prepared the @PMIcTgt for her and decorated her face with it after performing a certain 


rite. Then Soma loved her. He handed over the three Vedas to her. 

4. The story of Savitri giving his daughter Suryaa in marriage to the moon is mentioned in 
Sankhyayana Brahmana XVIII.1; Nirukta XII.8; Sathapatha XII: 7; 3.11 calls Sraddha as the 
daughter of Surya: ‘9T & gitar Wee. 


5. Parashara Grihaya Sutra of Shukla yajurveda contains certain mantras for Sita Yajna (sacrifice 
to Sita on the field and in these mantras Sita is invoked as the wife of Indra. Thus “in whose 
substance dwells the propertity of all vedic and worldly works, Indra’s wife Sita, I invoke! May 
Sita not abandon me in whatever work I do Swaha” Her, who is rich in hoses and cows and rich 
in delight, indefactigably supporst living beings, Vravaraa, the field which is wreathed with 
thrushing floors, I invoke at this thrushing sacrifice the firm one. May She not abandon us, 
Swaha”. 

6. Ayodhya is mentioned in the Taittiriya Aranyaka 1.27.2 but here it is the name of the human 
body: ‘a8rdeht Aaa carat Y: srarear. 
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7. Vishwamitra is a Vedic figure vides Rig-Veda III.53.18, when Vishwamitra prays to Indra for 
ae repeating the words four times. This may be the origin of his giving J and sfelact 
adhikara to Rama, vide his famous words in Ramayana: BORCICE afar va at aetH! Rig- 
Veda III.62 is the Gayatri and the Ramayana is traditionally supposed to be an expansion of 
Gayatri. 

8. Ahalya story of Ramayana is also a Vedic myth where Heed is 3 + eed = unploughed land 
as opposed to Sita — the ploughed one. 

9. Rudra Dhanush handled by Rama is refered to in Taittiriya Brahmana I.5 as having one end of 
it extended to the sky when it is also called Indra Dhanush which represents the Rainbow. 

10. Rig Veda X.3.3 is a verse which is often repeated as a blessing by pundits. The verse is 
interpreted to mean the whole story of Ramayana “gel Yea A WAM SMT wan TNs 


Tard! qyrady afag airatay fates ETAT TAT ETC The verse is a hymn, the deity of 
which is Agni and Sayana says in interpreting the verse — the Blessed is Agni (4g) while the 
Blessed same Bhadra in Mga is his own light of the dawn attended by whom he come from the 
Garhapatya-fire to the Aahvaniya- fire in the ritual. This is the meaning of the first pada 
according to Sayana. In the next pada the same Agni is called ‘jaara’ being in the sense of “3tqur 
afta’ — destroyer of enemies. He approaches the same Soma who is described as ‘td either 


in the sense of one who moves by herself, or of sister to him. This is the meaning of second pada. 
Afterwards at night he stands and shines with his own bright light overpowering, encompassing, 
the darkness of night at the time of the evening Homa. Agni is supposed to be passing to 


morning from evening accompanied by dawn and coming back battling the darkness of night. 


According to pundits, 4g is Ramabhadra; 4gal means - “A¥FereUay aaa; GIA Wensrsnt 
Tell; SMM SIH; NIX-Utalx ear Wau; TaN tara Then again after purification Sita stood 


before Rama in all her glory. If we accept the Pandits interpretation we find the whole of 
Ramayana in the Rig Vedic verse. Rig-Veda X.93.14 mentions Rama as an Asura praised along 


with weer, quart and aq. In Vedic language Asura means also a god. 
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RAMA IN THE UPANISHADS 


In the Upanishads we get the Adhyatmic interpretation of Rama as the Atman or God as 
in the Adhyatma Ramayana. 
i. In the Rama Purva and Uttara Tapini Upanishads, Rama is identified with the Advaitic 


Paramananda Atman as represented by WId. Ramapurvatapini Upanishad says: ‘S}-ANTERARTT 
Sea: feared: | Saeed: | Usaha, Ud Aare: | 
reararcral WA Telecel TS II: 
il. The Htatufrag begins the definition of Sita as ‘{euehte’ and ‘AM’. 
iii. The Ramarahasyopanishad treats Rama as Parabrahaman; “WA Ud Ut Fel WA Ua We a: Wa 
Wa Wt ad sfrrat FelAhA|; Ramapurvatapini defines Rama thus: Tred ats Peart 
fear sft waoeaset ut venftelad fasaentdaes Aeecesitiit: surart crater 
Ta WIA According to this the word Rama itself is derived from the root ~“t4” and 
denotes the Absolute because it is in this Atman that is Infinite and eternal and which is of the 
nature of Fad and SI4-¢ that yogi’s delight in. It is only for the sake of making it easy for 
novices to meditate upon this being who is without body and without parts and which is one 
without a second and which is of the nature of the Pure Consciousness that this Brahman is 
invested with a form with the aid of imagination. 

The Adhyatma Ramayana also defines the word Rama thus: ‘afer wed Waar faerar 
atart faced Te: We waft ue TA seal (Balakanda 40). When realization destroys all 
Ajnana, the sages take delight only in this Atman and that is why he is called ‘Rama’ from root 


~. 


The Brhamavivarta defines the word thus: ‘t areal fagaaat warft oat adh: 
faamtiant ar fe da wa vellfta:| wed war arseh da wat fag: ger Tao wore wa 
waded fag: Taft aettort waters: centot att wt wae AAT According to 
this it is Vishnu who is the Lord of Lakshmi as well as the Lord of the world that is known as 


Rama. The whole of Ramayana story is esotericallly explained in various ways by different 


writers. 
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Thus the Atmabodha of Shankara describe the Yogi attaining Santi Parva by realization in 


terms of the Ramayana imagery: frat uremte ear wreefe WaT ant anter adh 
arearar ferrstd According to this Rama is the yogi who delights in his own self and attains 
Santi Parva after crossing the ocean of delusion and killing the Rakshasas, Raga and Dvesha. 
Vibhaga Shaarira of Arya Siva Rama describes realisation in terms of Ramayana story thus: 
er dra fart afta foge: ate deter: dara fat waveana: area aaa: 
eased ST alery Herschel stag faera fleacerater wer: oft siferafensrafe: Tare: 
According to this Rama is a realized man delighting in his own ‘Self’; Sita is vidya or Tad’, 
Laxmana is dae or Wisdom’; Sugriva is ‘Sastra’; the forest is ‘Samsara’; Vali is ‘Dainya’ or 


dejection; Setu is ‘Dhairya’ or fortitude; Devotion is ocean of ‘desire’; and Ravana is ‘Abodha’ 
or nescience. 


The Sankalpa Suryodaya a vedantic drama by a Vedantacharya describes the state of 


human soul thus: ‘qaex aalfgaeat wat adaafesds cesar wafeepr ukad dh 
SUEMT:| AAA STATA THOT watered: YAR cgstea ficewstaa =A creed 
aaifeart ut at wahoritedt fedoras ae sate athraraz According to this the soul 


imprisoned in the body is the Sita imprisoned in Lanka ruled over by Ravana who is the mind 
with the ten Indriyas as his head. It is surrounded by the sea of Samsara. Hanuman is the acharya 
or guru, carrying the news of Rama or Supreme Self to the human soul, these manas which is the 
cause of the darkness of ignorance is brought under control by the Yogi, by a volley of arrows of 
Viveka or discrimination. According to some Ravana, Kumbhakarna and Vibhishana represent 
the 3 Gunas rajas, tamas and satva. That is why Vibhishana leaves his brothers and takes refuge 
in Rama. According to other imagery Rama is Paratmaman and Laxmana is Jivatman and Sita is 


Maya or Prakriti. 
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THE THREE MAIN APPROACHES FOUND IN OUR SCRIPTURES 


From a perusal of the various account about Rama given in our various texts, we find the 
authors approaching the subject from three main standpoints — (1) Historical standpoint (2) 
Mythological standpoint of Bhakta (3) Spiritual standpoint of philosophers. These three 
approaches may be roughly called the Adhibhautika, Adhidaivika and the Adhyatmika 
standpoints. In fact we find these 3 approaches mixed up with one another in all the texts, but in 
every one of these we find one of these viewpoints predominating and the other only subsidiary. 
It is in the Upanishadic Literature that we find the vedantic or the Adhyatmic standpoint mainly 
emphasized. In the Adikavya of Valmiki we find the human aspect predominating. In the Vedic 
Literature or in the /ater Puranas the two aspects are submerged in a mass of imaginary and 
fanciful account of the same human and spiritual subject but with a definite purpose in view. It is 
the ritualistic purpose that is prominent in the Vedic literature whereas in the Puranas it is the 
devotional aspect which makes the imagination run riot. In fact the purpose of all Puranas is to 
elevate man’s conception of historic and Adhyatmic facts to a spiritual level through an 
intermediary stage where full play is given to the heart’s need for the poetic and the supernatural 
and where the heart is given something tangible on which it can meditate and pour its love. At 
the same time this presentation gives an opportunity to rise by easy stages to the philosophical 
and spiritual truths of the Vedanta. The Puranas treat history only so far as they are valuable to 
the final goal and aim of man’s life viz. spiritual realization, unlike western histories that treat 
history only as a help to worldly prosperity. Thus to Valmiki, Rama is an ideal and perfect man; 
to the Puranas he is an Avatara of Vishnu; to the Upanishads he is Paramatman himself. The 
various other characters associated with Rama are also dealt with consistently with an approach 


to the study of Rama. 
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THE AVATARA DOCTRINE 


We find that the original work of Valmiki is styled only as the ‘Adikavya’. In all the 
books except the first and the last we do not find any supernatural element connected with Rama, 
but in the first and last the conception is introduced of Rama’s being an incarnation of Vishnu 
for the purpose of killing Ravana at the special request of the Devas to whom Bhumi complains 
about Ravana’s oppression and despotism. Literary critics find that these two portions as 
subsequently touched upon by others with a Pauranic bent of mind and that is why according to 
them the whole text as it obtains to-day cannot be taken as authoritatively historically. They 
think that Ramayana of Valmiki has been re-edited at the time of Hindu revival at the beginning 
of the Christian era to which they attribute many of the present editions of the puranas, the Gita, 
Smritis and other texts. This appears plausible because we find mention of the Buddhists, 
Greeks, Shakas, and Paratheons etc. This re-editing was necessary as a counter blast to 
Buddhism and Jainism whose propaganddic zeal depleted the ranks of Hinduism of many of its 
followers. In fact the stories of Rama and Krishna were sung about throughout the length and 
breadth of the land and these two had already captured the imagination, love and admiration of 
the masses. Thus Hindu reformers make full use of these two as a set off to Buddha and 
Mahavira Jina and associated them and their lives with all that is glorious in the ancient 
scriptures. There was a necessity to make them national heroes as against the foreigners and as 
spiritual and moral heroes as against the founders of other religions. Hence we find the doctrine 
of Avatara slowly emerging in the new editions. It satisfied the needs of the Hindus for a human 
personality far more worthy of their love and worship than a Buddha or a Jina. At the same time 
it supplied them also a god which Buddhism and Jainism lacked-in. It also gave them the 
fundamental principle of Vedanta which forms the eternal basis of Hinduism in a pill-form which 
could be easily swallowed. Perhaps it was the Buddhists and Jains themselves who felt the 
necessity of a god and rised up Buddha and Jina as gods who had taken birth as men or it might 
have been the Hindu genius that might have formulated the doctrine of Avatara and it was only 
copied by other religions. The latter view seems to be more correct because that fits in with the 
hole trend of human thought and philosophy and the doctrine of Avatara could never have 
possibly originated in Buddhism and Jainism which deny God altogether. Anyhow it is a fact that 


many of the Avataras mentioned in the Puranas appear in history for the first time as Rishis of 
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some of the Vedic mantras. These Rishis are only men who have realized certain spiritual truths 
through self-effort or Sadhana. Thus Prithu who is considered as one of the avataras in 
Bhagavata is the Rishi of Rig Veda X.148 and he is called Prithivi Vainyah — Prithu, the son of 
Vena. This shows that the two Prithus are identical. Rishabha another avatara mentioned in 
Bhagavata is Rishi of Rig Veda X.166 and is called Rishabha Vairaju. Purusha Sukta has 
Narayana as its Rishi. Narada is the Rishi of Rig Veda VIII: 13. Both these are treated as 
avataras in Bhagavata. Even Krishna is mentioned in Rig Veda VIII: 96; 13-15 as a great Rishi 
and reformer. He is also said to be the Rishi of Rig Veda X: 42-44; Rig Veda VIII: 74 also 
mentions Krishna as the Rishi who composed it, so also VIII; 85:3-4. The Rishi Narayana is also 
mentioned in Satapata Brahmana as having done a Pancharatra sacrifice and thereby having 
transcended his individuality and became everything vide Satapata Brahmana XIV:3-4. In the 
Taittiriya Brahmana we find this Narayana, Vasudeva and Vishnu identified: “Anrauna faare 


area ene dat fas Varearc; this identification of Narayana and Vasudeva is done only 


after they came to be identified with Vishnu though they were two different Rishis in Rig Veda. 
The Vamanavatara has perhaps its origin in the Vedic statement of Vishnu having measured the 
three worlds with his three strides. Rigveda I: 154 refer to the Trivikrama feat of measuring the 
three worlds. In the second mantra of the same Sukta, Vishnu is referred to as a Lion roaming 


upon the mountains ‘Fat 4 MA! which is perhaps the seed for Nrishimavatara. Later on Satapata 


1.2.5.5 refers to Vishnu as Vamana. Vyasa Parasharya who is considered as one of the avataras in 
Bhagavata as mentioned in Taittirlya Aranyaka as a Rishi, “ Sara Ca UTA: In 


Chhandogya Upanishad, Krishna Devaki Putra is mentioned only as a Jivanmukta. Many of the 
Avataras mentioned in Bhagavata are only forms of gods mentioned in the Vedic literature. Thus 
in the Satapata Brahmana, Prajapati is said to have assumed the form of Varaha or Kurma, vide 
VII: 4; 3.15 and XIV: 8; 2-11. The earliest mention of the Matsya saving Manu from the flood is 
in Satapata Bramhana I: 8; 1.5, but the Rig Veda VIII; 42.3 reference is made to the ship taking 
the people to safety; and Aitareya Brahmana explains this ship as the ship of sacrifice. Rig.X. 
101.2 expressly describes the sacrifice as a ship. The story in Satapata refers to Manu marrying 
his own daughter. Satapata.V.1.5 speaks of the creator being called Kurma because he created 
the Universe. Satapata Brahmana 8:1.1.6 describes Manu as being saved from flood by a great- 


horned fish to whose horn tied the ship when the flood arose. The possibility of god’s taking 
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birth as son of Man is mentioned in the RigVeda itself as in Rigveda VII; 17.13, which speaks 
of Indra being born as the grandson of sage Sringavrisha. VU: 94; 2 and 3 speaks of Vishnu as 
taking birth to help mankind. Vide also I.156.2 which describes people as speaking of the birth 
of Vishnu and mantra V as Vishnu coming to the help of Indra. Thus we find that the later 
descriptions of various avataras have their origin in various statements made in the Vedic 


literature in connections with various Rishis and Gods. 
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NUMBER OF AVATARAS 


Bhagavata mentions avataras as innumerable ‘AANA SAA: the different puranas do 


not agree with regard to the number of avataras and this Number is found to grow with time. 


Santi Parva I11.39.103-104 speaks of the usual Ten but with @4 in place of Buddha and Krishna 
being mentioned only as €lrdd. Markandeya 47.7 speaks only of Matsya, Kurma and Varaha and 


in 53-56 the list begins with Varaha and mentions Nrusimha, Mathura and Vamana. 
Matsyapurana speaks of the twelve Avataras vide LVI; 39-45. Some of these are different from 
the usual ones and verse 106 states Brighu cursed Vishnu to be born as a human being 7 times, as 
he killed a woman, a rishi’s wife. Chapter 285, 6 and 7 mentions the well-known ten including 
Buddha and 47.247 speaks of Buddha as the ninth Avatara. Bhagavatam mentions 22 (1.3) 
including Buddha and Vyasa. II.7 includes Kapila and Dattatreya along with the ten and VI.8 
mentions Buddha. The Brahma Purana prescribes a vrata to be observed on the 7” Day of the 
bright half of Vaishakha when Budda's image is to be worshipped to the accompaniments of 
Sakhyas sayings and gifts are to be made to Sakhya ascetics. An inscription of the qe century 
includes Buddha but as we have found, Ramayana reviles Buddha as thief and atheist. Vriddha 


Hariyita (GseTRfAet) mentions ten and includes Hayagriva among them and expressly says that 


Buddha should not be worshipped. Kumarila did not admit Buddha as an avatara as his teachings 


are against the scriptures except a few such as relates to G4, <I etc. and quotes a passage (Santi 


Parva 143.13) in his Tantra Vartika as his authority. As may be seen from the above account the 
puranas do not contain any consistent account of the avatara doctrine and that many of the 
Avataras who appear in the Puranas, as incarnations of Vishnu were living personalities in the 
Vedic days. Some of them having composed even some of the Vedic mantras and that the other 
Avataras are personification of abstract ideas about God which were current in Vedic days in the 


form of mythical stories. 
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THE RATIONALE OF DOCTRINE OF AVATARA 


It is only in the teachings of Ramakrishna and Vivekananda that we get the true 
explanation of the Avatara doctrine, which is consistent with reason and spiritual experience. 
Like every other teaching contained in the puranas, the avatara doctrine also has its threefold 
aspect viz, the (i) Historical human aspect ( 11) the mythological and the ritualistic aspect (111) 
The philosophical and the spiritual aspect. We see that Rama and Krishna were real historical 
personalities. As historical personalities they were really born of the womb of woman and they 
have their parents who gave birth to them in the same manner as any other man is born in flesh 
and blood. Thus Sri Krishna insists in Brahmavivartapurana that he is only an ordinary human 


being like any other man and there is no physical body which is not made up of Prakriti: ‘at at 
fareent a oa uepitarera:| cet + fad wat at Peat waft faa i aed areacahse 
watattardt ay:| He 7 Ulpat faa Rrayarasttaaai This he says in answer to Sanatkumara 


who wanted to proclaim him as an avatara of God himself. In Udyoga Parva 79.5.6 Krishna 
again says when he was requested to use his supernatural powers to get back the kingdom from 


Duryodhana that such a supernatural action is beyond his powers and that he is only a human 


being and as such could promise to do only what is humanly possible- ‘H@ { dq HRA Ww 


Geyand: | eq ¢ 7 Fa Ady at ad mUsdTi| When in the Rajasuya sacrifice Sishupala and 


others got angry when the first Arghya was given to Sri Krishna, Bhishma justifies the action on 


the ground that Krishna is best amongst all men of the time Sire Te: faararsy tartar The: 
faa: Tat Seay: | aeareratetat SR: This describes him only as a Ritvik — one who is fit to 


officiate in a sacrifice, or a guru or a spiritual teacher, vivaahya, a relative whom everyone would 
like to honor, a Snataka — one who’s well versed in scriptures and Nripatipriya who is dear even 
to the kings. M.bh. VII. 200-201 represents Krishna as a devotee of Siva and Sauptika Parva XII. 
30-31 speaks of his 12 years of Brahmacharya and Tapas. Again when Yudhishtra consults him 
about Rajasuya, he prefers Krishna’s advice because he is above Kama and krodha. Santi Parva 
53 describes his daily spiritual practices as getting up early in Brahmamuhurta and then doing 
japam and meditation and doing his sandhyavandanam and so on. Krishna, himself says in 
Udyoga Parva 87.8, that he will never forsake Dharma on account of Kama, Krodha, and Lobha 


etc. The best certificate is given to him by Durvasa as to how he is above Kama and Krodha — 
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‘faa: ATI: aT HOT VHda Heya 7d sowel Gearfeat Waal ‘you have indeed conquered 
anger and this is natural to you though you are a great hero; I don’t find any fault in you’. In 


Bhagavata, Uddhava speaks of him as absolutely unaffected even though he is in the midst of 
enjoyments and attractions. This is the real human Krishna, an embodiment of his teachings in 
the Gita, a hero and leader of men, a saint absolutely free from attachments and selfishness, 
kama, krodha etc. a great teacher of Brahmavidya and a man who has realized his oneness with 
Brahman and has thus virtually become God himself but who still comes down from the level of 
his Samadhi to guide and save mankind in the spirit of HHA’ or ayaa which he 
advocates in the Gita. This is the meaning of Avatara in its human aspect. Similar is the case 


with Rama also. When the gods praised him as God-incarnate he repudiates it and says that he 


considers himself as a human being who is the son of Dasaratha; cf. Ramayana VI.120.11 - 


sre ATT wet wat RAAT’, similarly in Bhagavatam V.19.5-6. Hanuman thus speaks 
about Rama: ‘Acta anfeade et ret wataendta a hae feats wat STAT Sag Wad: et 
arent Carat Seah See Tt MT sre setae Wea: Gea fetes wary arqes: 
qT caine ATA TAT qT menor ait facare fan’ Thus according to Hanuman, the purpose of 


Ramavatara is to teach mankind and not for the purpose of killing Ravana. Rama is one who 
takes delight only in his higher self and he cannot be expected to be really worried by anything in 
this world, not even by what happened to Sita. He is not attached to the three worlds but is a 
friend of spiritual persons. The Yogavashishta explains how Rama did not care for the world and 
wanted to renounce it and become a sansyasi and how Vashishta persuaded him to remain in the 
world and save the world, how the highest realization is not inconsistent with the service of the 
world and how the highest renunciation can be practiced only in such service of the world and 
not in forests. The whole Yogavasishtha is only the teaching given by Vashishta to Rama on this 
point. The whole of Valmiki Ramayana only describes Rama as an example to man in every 
aspect of life and Rama could set an example only because he is a Jivanmukta and a perfect 


saint. Ramayana II.1.13 describes how he is a hero and yet not haughty: “T 7 ator weal Fat 
farerd:|; how he is a man of self-control born of strength and not of weakness in 1.1.8: ‘ SOIT 


Wetatt:|; 1.1.12 describes how he is pure and always in Samadhi and still at the service of one an 
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all - UPC EES CCE IEL 1.1.16 speaks of his equanimity of mind aaa isl which is one of the 


most important characteristics of a realized man and is also called an Arya or a cultured 


gentleman. ‘amet: ad augtan; 1.1.15 speaks about his universal love and impartiality — 
acta! which means he is loved by all and he loves all. That he is absolutely indifferent to 


worldly prosperity is shown by his readiness to quit the kingdom for the forest without a pang on 


the eve of his being anointed as the yuvaraja. II.19.32-33; “T Ut edt watt Tear sca fet 
HAAS Ala BWMaARS ST | A at WHAT Aes THT Tdetaereda cea 
farafafeatil same idea is expressed in: ‘Waadt a 7 Walid: aa 7 Ae aaagad:ll; 


II.106.2 shows how he is not affected by sukha or dukha and he is unequaled in these respects: — 
cat fe wag Seat wie aesredt after | + cat wooed tiftat + Wess il’ These are the 


words of Bharata. Bharata also says that death and life are the same to him and he is as good as 


dead to the world even while he is alive, “AUT Yeetayr sitet He also remarks that Rama is 
‘Udats’ — a man who knows everything that is high and low, ada, Adeaif;. 1.1.30 says that he 
never insulted or humiliated anybody: “T Ada=a Yarat! II.1.10 says that his mind is eternally 
tranquil: “@ a fed Warde; II.1.11 says that he never remembers any insult or harm done to 
him. I1.1.10 (continued): ‘Fg Ja AT wed) Seat vet 7 sat wtuad wAerfrgraror 
Paras Tad 7 GRIT MAACAMHATM! 1.1.20 “aafeusTaaea saracarsdatar | 
eqareraaacaat: ll (1.1.22) earraaacnrctad eSeeTAy | (24). He is considered to be a friend 
of even his enemies: eur acaetH! (1.21.6). His interest in keeping up promises is 
mentioned in II.18.30 ‘Wat featfared. As a king he treats his entire subject as his own relatives 
uh tasted fet Hart uRgeoit targahater sitar (112.36 -39/ 11.72.48). All these 


descriptions show him to be a realized man fully immersed always in the bliss of the Atman at 
the same time ready to serve others in all possible ways. In fact it is only a description of a 
Jivanmukta. When a man has realized Brahman he becomes Brahman himself according to 
Vedanta and therefore it is quite reasonable to describe him as an avatara when he comes down 
from his enjoyment of self-realization in Samadhi for the service of mankind. Sw. Vivekananda 


says in his letter No. 134: “By the word incarnation are meant those who have attained 
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Brahmanhood, in other words the Saar’, those who have realized their freedom in this very 


life. I do not find any specialty in these incarnations. All beings from Brahman down to a clump 
of grass will attain liberation in course of time”. Again in his letter no. 231 Page 349, he says —“I 
see in particular individuals a special manifestation of Brahman. If these individuals are called 
by the name of God, I can well follow. The mind does not feel inclined for intellectual 
theorizing’s, such as the postulated creator and the like. Such a god I have seen in my life and 
His commands | like to follow. Rama, Krishna, Buddha, Chaitanya, Nanak, Kabir and so on are 
the true avataras, for they had their hearts broad as the sky and above all Ramakrishna. 
(Ramanuja, Sankara etc. seem to have been mere pundits with narrowness of heart”- Sages of 


India III.251). 


A saint is entitled to be called an avatara for various reasons provided he satisfies certain 
conditions. The word ‘avatara’ itself has various meanings. The usual meaning of the word is 
‘coming down’ and it is in this sense the popular belief of god himself coming as man is based. 


Avatar also means ‘SUA’ or “eH”, taking away, removing. When the saint is not oblivious 


of the miseries of mankind but hastens to remove their sorrows by helping them to realize the 
same bliss of the Atman as he himself has reached, is an avatara as he removes all their miseries 
of samsara or in other words he is a savior. It has the same significance as the word ‘jina’ or 


conqueror used by the Jains as a title of Mahavira. For the word the root ~‘3dq” means also ‘to 
conquer’. The saint has not only conquered his own internal enemies, the PECICY but he helps 


others also to conquer those enemies. In this sense also he is a savior not only of himself but of 
others also. The saint again serves as a ghat, and enables others to have a dip in the purifying 
water of spirituality just as one of the ghats on the Ganges. Although the Ganges extends from 
Gangasagar to Gangotri it is not necessary for one to go all the way up and down to have the 
benefit of Ganga-snana but one can get own at any one of the ghats in Benares and have a dip. 
Similarly though the Atman or Brahman is Infinite, and therefore available everywhere, it is only 
through the saint that one gets in touch with it. And hence he is like a ghat in Benares. The word 
‘avatara’ is used in the sense of a ghat. In another sense he brings down the kingdom of Heaven 


to earth and so he is an avatara from the same root ~‘314q’, to come down in its causal sense. 


Again, his very presence is sufficient to make even the most arrogant scoffer to come down from 
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the heights of his own foolish self-importance and bow down before his feet. Thus the saint 
makes him feel his own littleness and curbs his pride in the sense of bringing down such proud 


and arrogant and humbling their pride, he is an avatara, which has the same sense of ‘att:’, which 


is one of the names of Sri Krishna in Sahasranama. The various stories of Krishna’s humbling 
the pride of Garuda, of Rukmini, Satyabhama etc. even of Yudhistra shows how the avatara is 
capable of destroying the ahamkara of his devotees, through helping them to realize God. He 
may thus be said also to be an avatara in the sense of one who introduces others to God as guru. 


The word avatara also means one who introduces as the expression ‘HadR#T. The word 
“‘ >) ‘Sra’ . . ee 

avataranam’ also means ( or worship or adoration of one who evokes the spirit of 
adoration in others he is entitled to be called as avatara. The word avatara also means ‘3ifeuta’ 


or manifestation. He in whose heart God manifests himself specially although he exists 
everywhere and whose heart forms the drawing-room of God as Sri Ramakrishna puts it, he is fit 
to be called an ‘avatara’ in this sense also. When the Atman manifests himself in the hearts of 
the devotees, that manifestation itself is entitled to be called an ‘avatara’. That is why Ramanuja 


treats of ‘aTara? and ‘ard? (a4t—idol) as avataras. In this latter sense it is the Atman itself that 


is called an avatara’, when he makes its presence felt by others in any material object or in man. 
This is the Adhyatmic aspect of avatara or the avatara is Atman himself in his state of 
manifestation. The Matysavatara, Kurmavatara, Nrisimhavatar are all personifications of the 
Adhyatmic aspect. He is called Matsyavatara because the Atman moves about freely in the ocean 
of samsara without being affected by it and saves man who is about to be drowned, Manu 


representing only man from 4%, to think. The saint is also a Matsyavatara in the sense that he has 


realized his Atman and because he is not affected by samsara and saves others from samsara. 
Similarly the Atman is called ‘Kurma’ because he is the Master of all the indriyas as all the 
indriyas can function only in the presence of Atman. He can withdraw the indriyas from the 
external objects and feel himself safe and secure inside the body as a tortoise tucks up its limbs 
and head or to put it out and move about in the waters of samsara as he likes. He can be also free 
in land as well as water i.e. in samsara or out of samsara. This refers to His immanent and 
transcendental aspects. The saint is also a Kurma because he resembles the Kurma in this aspect 
as he has become one with the Atman and has become the master of the senses and as he can be 


in samsara or out of samsara according as he likes, Cf. Gita II.58 put grita etc. describing 
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‘fSrdda’. The Varahavatara represents God or the saint in his anxiety to serve the world as he is 
ready to enter mire of WAR and make himself dirty if necessary to save the world. The Boar is 


specially noted for its delight in immersing itself in mire and dirt and this characteristic is taken 
advantage of to describe the Atman or the saint. The Nrisimha is so called because he is the best 
amongst men or the Purushottama just as great people are called by the name of ‘Purusha 
shaardula’ etc. or a bull among men where the expressions Bull or Tiger or Lion are only 
metaphorically used as honoriphic expressions. The Atman is also called Nrisimha as the simha 
is the king of the beasts or the wild animals. The Atman is the lord of all the brutal elements in 
man which run away from the presence of the Atman as wild beasts run away from the presence 
of the lion. He is the Lord of the forest of samsara and swallows up all the animal instincts in 
man. The Vamanavatara represents the infinite Atman contracting himself as it were when he 


manifests himself in the heart of man. cf. Kathopanishad V.3: ‘3 gent: Taq: wed aera 


etc. 


The various meaning of word ‘Avatara’: The Adhyatma Ramayana used the word 


‘Avatara’ in the sense of savior in the sloka: “TTA geron wrist: Uw a Ww vid art 


alaeaat cara. Similarly Sri Krishna uses the expression in Bhagavatam XI.21: “WAU SaTMTA 
qafasttd: Tari and in 28 ALATA STATA where ‘3ddTftq’ means removing. ‘HAART’ as 
bringing down is used by Valmiki in the verse: laa ate aes Ta: AIA! Ramanuja 


in his introduction to Gita uses the word in these various senses when he deals with the doctrine 


of Avatara: “Yay creawsradhd Yaa eH TAS Taraaoacaarades Seat (TAA) 
Pactsrat fayaat wa: wre Racrsrasartent ead Heat! etc. The first word ‘sade 
means coming down; ‘WHMdAdw’ where ‘Sad’ means removing, warrant acararadea 
stadt means giving us an opportunity to come into touch with God or making us feel inclined to 


worship of God etc. Gat Panetta fava Wa: shows manifestation; 


Trahifeeastsaqent shows how even he scoffers to remain to pray; feerasre pat refers 


to his various activities to bringing mankind to himself. 
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THE MYTHOLOGICAL OR DEVOTEES’ CONCEPTION OF AVATARA 
(ADIDAIVICA) 


The Adidaivica conception of all these avataras, being avatara of Vishnu must have been 
of later origin as Vishnu himself is considered only as one of the Adityas even in Gita. This does 
not make any mention of Sri Krishna himself as an avatara of Vishnu. It is the result of an 
attempt at a poetic presentation of Adhyatmic and Adibhautic conception of avatara. Helped by a 
fanciful understanding of some of the Vedic texts which we have referred to above, it first 
became current among the masses of devotees and not amongst the cultured scholars but was 
absorbed by these latter and re-presented to the masses in the puranas. This identification of the 
saints with Vishnu could be easily made as the time was ripe for it. The figure of Vishnu was 
gradually becoming popular and the root meaning of the word as All-pervading could easily 
accommodate itself as one of the best names of God or the Atman. Even in the Rig-Veda I.155-6 
he is described as being very solicitous of mankind and that he comes often at the prayer of his 


devotees and though infinite he could very easily seen by the eyes of devotion: ‘Teak 
faftart mfeatta at OA: YeaeaaeaeH Rig-Veda IV.6 says that he traversed the whole earth 


for the sake of man in distress. He is also represented as a great fighter against the asuras. 
Satapatha 1.2.4 identifies Vishnu as sacrifice personified and that the gods made him their leader 
dt aaa faut Uthad Bail and that the gods attained the whole world with his help. The 
Brahmana also speaks of Vishnu as the best of all gods: “T1elg: fact cart Se: Again in 
Atharva Veda V.26.7 and VIII.5.10 etc. as well as Taittirtya Samhita 1.7.5.4 and Sukla yajurveda 
1.30, 2.6.8; 5.3.1 etc. refers to Vishnu as the chief of gods ‘fa®: Fat FaT:| Thus Vishnu came to 


have a large number of devotees as his own. We find in the expression Vaishnava in sukla 
yajurveda V.21; V.23 and V.25; Taittiriya Samhita V.6.9.2-3; Aitereya Brahmana III.38; 
Satapatha 1.1.4.9; III.5.3.2 etc. Vishnavaism seems to have had its origin from Krishna— 
Vasudeva who might have been devotee of Vishnu and who might have realized God as Vishnu 


and who might have therefore been identified with Vishnu on the principle of “qade wala 
Wafdi. Philosophically the highest realization or attaining of oneness is described as ‘f@™UTe’ in 


Kathopanishad IIL.9: f@aFaRReey AA: WeaTAG A seat: UAT ag fae: wet weA| 
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This Vishnu’s paramapada is an echo of Rig-Veda I. 22.20-21: ‘afew: Ut Ud el Tear 
ae: fedta waywary | afeoret facesat arqara: aftead fawitcat veri the idea of God’s 
taking birth as son of man was already there in Rigveda as already noted above as when Rig veda 
speaks of Indra taking birth as the grandson of a Rishi Sringvrishna in VIII.17.3. Again the idea 
of seeing God in man was current in the Brahmanas and Upanishads as in fastar car: of 


Satapatha Brahmana and “Ald eat wa faq eat wa srt cat wa sifdfa cat wai of 


Taittiriyopanishad. The people were therefore accustomed even in daily life to look upon man as 
God and therefore there was nothing strange in identifying a saint with God or as son of God. 
The Bhakti Shasta always encouraged the disciple to look upon their guru as God and in their 
higher philosophical flights taught that the real guru was not man but God himself. Therefore it 
was easy for devotees to conceive of their gurus or saints as God himself and it was an easy step 
in one’s imagination to make God himself take birth as the son of man to help mankind. It had 
philosophical support also and the doctrine of the Upanishads that everything is really Brahman 
and therefore even the philosophical conscience could easily grasp and accommodate itself with 
the avatara doctrine of God Vishnu himself taking birth as the son of devotees. Thus in this 
devotional representation of avatara, satisfaction is given to one and all, the masses as well as the 
classes, to the emotions as well as to the intellect but since this doctrine had its origin first among 
the masses and later on only absorbed by the classes, we find a good deal of fancy and 
imagination displayed mixed up with a good deal of fact and philosophical truths. The fanciful 
and imaginary portion must necessarily vary with different persons but the fact and truth must be 
common to all. So we should take in all these cases only what is common ground among all the 
presentations and shift the facts from fiction taking care to see through these fictions and to 


realize the meaning behind these fictions. 


SRI SHANKARACHARYA ON AVATARA 


In his introduction to Gita, Sankara writes this about Sri Krishna: — “@ aifeaat 
aoa fay: HHT Tet Teas aeons creat aaa (HeT:) feet Brava 
ao Wa aaah sored Gea: Poniat dedi cat arat qe aaftaer 
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aise Wate Aer Ws Tay caus ay, waar ceaha wid saw cary 
pata oT werd cavatsrraratt warsfergera dear fe etgcrastara aiaateneteet Paar 


sufecati! “The original creator Vishnu known as Narayana wishing to maintain order in the 


universe incarnated himself as Krishna having been begotten by Vasudeva in Devaki, for the 
preservation of the earthly Brahman or spiritual life on the earth, always master of infinite 
knowledge, of self-control, of spiritual power, moral strength, mental or intellectual and 
physical might. He controls Maya, the mulaprakriti composed of the three gunas and appears to 
the world as though he is born, as though he is embodied and helping the world at large. Having 
no selfish interest of his own and with the sole interest of helping all creatures he taught to 
Arjuna who was deeply plunged in the ocean of grief and delusion, the twofold Vedic religion in 
its positive and negative aspects”. It will be seen from this that except for the first few words the 
whole description it in with the realized man in full control of his body, mind and senses and 
completely free from the three gunas of Prakriti and who is always in full possession of 
immaculate purity and wisdom and who serves the world selflessly in a spirit of love. This, 
therefore, agree with the human view of Avatara but to be consistent with the pauranical spirit he 
introduces Bhagawan Krishna in the adidaivic sense also, as an incarnation of Vishnu, taking 
care to describe Vishnu not merely as one of the aspects of Trinity but as the Brahman himself 
who is eternally present in the heart of man as well as of nature, as the Paramatman, the 
Antaryami. The purpose of his avatara is also noted to be to establish spirituality which is the 
same thing as bringing the Kingdom of Heaven on earth which Jesus Christ is said to have 
attempted as per Bible. To Sankara Bhagawan appears only to be serving only through his own 
Maya, so far as he is concerned the realized man never feels that he is serving anybody but his 
whole life is only an expression of this conception of oneness and of his love and ananda. He is 
free from all actions as he is free from all attachments. Therefore, all his actions are not actions 
to him although they appear to be actions to others still in Maya. Even the body and the mind is 
non-existent for him except as forms of Brahman or Atman and therefore, he is as free from 
attachment to body and mind as to be unconscious of their separate existence but to others he 
appears to be having a body and mind. This is the force of the expressions used by Sankara: - 


ead, ora Te aaa etc. So Sankara’s description takes full cognizance of all the three 


aspects of the Avatara doctrine, the human, the mythological and the philosophical. 
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MADHWACHARYA’S VIEW ON AVATARA 


To Madhwacharya, Avatara is not taking a body, for God never takes a body really. The 
body is only an appearance. He thus appears to have a body not out of any necessity but by virtue 


of his own nature. That He does appear is simply His Supreme pleasure and mark of mercy, vide 
on Gita IV.6; ‘3isd Ua Wat sa Udtdd ST a a Waa uae arts faa: qenft cterar 
eaurast ZT atest This opinion is more or less like that of Sankara but here it would appear to 


be a mystery left to the sweet will and pleasure of the Lord as He is not bound by anything. It is 
as much a ‘Lila’ as the creation of the world itself which can at best be looked upon as an act of 
His mercy, but it is a mystery about which no question can be asked. Unlike Sankara, to whom it 
(Avatara) is not a mystery at all but as rational as God’s appearance as any other man or as any 
other object in the world. To Shankara everything is the Lord Himself and Avatara is only one 
aspect of the Lord, but to Madhwacharya only the avatara is the Lord and all the other beings 
different from the Lord. 


RAMANUJA ON AVATARA 

Ramanuja differs from both these in thinking that the birth is an actual birth. In his 
commentary on Gita IV.5: ‘aah? A cada SAP etc. “SMASH: Aaah! and On IV.6 
he explains: S144 as sme AMT smcrdacg seret: | Sa: soeanrafer 
TAA Uta caMaasted (tt) taka Soaageds casera 
‘SAT TET fasrad sft sfecll The Sruti text means “without being born he is born in 


different forms”. On the authority of this Sruti, Ramanuja thinks that the Lord actually takes 


birth without forsaking any of his glories. Various such forms are mentioned by the Sri 
Vaishnavas. There are classified into UW, Se, fasta, @lé and 3TH. The Para forms is said to be 
referred to in ‘Aqlead yer Herafeaaut are: Ute. — This is the highest form of 


manifestation mentioned in Svetasvatara and Narayanopanishad. It corresponds practically to the 
Saguna Brahman of the Advaitis and is sometimes called Vasudeva which is considered to be 


made of Shuddha Sattva. The © are Sankarshana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha. Though these 
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possess all the six qualities of Bhagavan such as Jnana, Aiswraya etc. each of these possess only 
two of these in particular, the first exhibiting Jnana and Bala, the second Aiswarya and Virya, the 
third Sakti and Tejas. The function of the first is to destroy the world, that of the second to create 
it and of the third to sustain it. This view is based upon Pancharatra Agama. These are also 
referred to in Narayanopanishad X and XVIII according to the commentator the third ‘f@¥a” 
consists of all the ordinary avataras as well-known forms taken for helping the world as 


described in the Puranas. The ‘@1é’ with the form in which Bhagavan is always present in the 
heart of man, it is said to be referred to in Narayaopanishd: ‘A¢alf2rarat Het UAT START: | 
etc. The‘8T2’ is represented by the various idols in the temples such as Venkatararamanaswami 


of Tirupathi, Ranganathaswami of Srirangam, and Varadarajaswamy of Canjeevaram etc. 


SWAMI DAYANANDA SARASWATI 


To him ‘det Get f€ sea of the Gita only shows that Krishna was very anxious to 


further the cause of righteousness and in his eagerness to serve he might have wished to be born 
again and again to protect the good itself. To kill or protect a man is too insignificant a thing for 
the Omnipotent God to take a human form. To him Krishna is at best a saint and a leader of man 


and a teacher (Words of Satyartha Prakash). 
AUROBINDO 


In his essays on Gita he attempts to make a difference between an avatara and a realized 
man. A realized man is really man who struggles to achieve perfection and climbs up to such 
perfection by his own effort or through grace. It is a case of ascent and not descent but in the 


case of Avatara it is a case of the descent of divinity to humanity. 
SRI RAMAKRISHNA 


Gospel page 112. When Kedar said that the Rishis who could not recognize Rama as an 
incarnation as fools, Sri Ramakrishna says “please do not say any such thing. People worship 
God according to their tastes and temperaments. Those Rishis followed the path of Jnana and 
therefore they sought to realize the Absolute but those who followed the path of devotion seek an 
incarnation of God to enjoy the sweetness of Bhakti. See pages 233 and 280, where he says 


Page 26 of 120 


“Vedanta does not recognize the incarnation of God. According to it Chaitanya deva is only a 
bubble of the non-dual Brahman. The Incarnation of God is accepted by those who follow the 
path of Bhakti. Followers of the path of Jnana do not accept an incarnation” On page 780 he says 
‘about a man who does not believe in incarnations that it does not matter in the least; it is enough 
he believes that God exists and that this universe is a manifestation of His power. On Page 181 
he says that the Lord incarnates to teach people love and devotion and that one can taste love and 
devotion only through his incarnations. On page 359 he says in the words of Rama to 
Lakshmana, “If you see in man an ecstatic love of God then know for certain that I dwell in 
him”. This is repeated on Page 653 and 541. On 653 he also says “if you seek God seek him in 
man. He manifests himself more in man than in any other thing. If you see a man endowed with 
ecstatic love know that God has incarnated through that man’. On page 780 he says, “If you see 
anywhere a special manifestation of His power, you may know that God has incarnated Himself 
there. That is my opinion”. On page 812 he gives the illustration “By touching the horns also one 
touch the cow but the milk comes through only the udder”. On page 167 he says, “It is Rama 
who has become everything, no doubt, but he manifests himself more in some than in others. 
There is one kind of manifestation in an incarnation, and in another another. Even incarnations 
are conscious of their bodies. Embodiment is due to Maya. But incarnation puts a bandage over 
his eyes out of his own free will but it is different with the ordinary man”. On page 196 he 
compares it to going up and down the stairs after having reached once the roof. On 160 he says 
that only he can come back to the plane of relative consciousness after once attaining Samadhi. 
Only he can attain Prema. Ordinary people can at best have Bhava. On page 710 he says that the 
purpose of the Avatara is to enable man to hear the voice of God through a human body. 
Through his other devotees he manifests a small part of Himself. On P.755 he gives the 
following comparison — “Imagine a field extending to the horizon and beyond but we cannot see 
it on account of a wall in front of it. In that wall is a small hole. Through the hole we see a part of 
the infinite field. The human being through whom we can see the infinite God beyond the wall of 
Maya is the avatara’. Page 653:- We see God himself if we but see his incarnation. Suppose a 
man goes to the Ganga and touches the Ganges he will say that he has seen the Ganges. To say 
this it is not necessary for him to touch the whole of the river from Haridwar to Gangasagar. If I 
touch your feet surely it is the same thing as touching you. If a person goes to the ocean and 


touches but a little of that ocean he has touched the ocean itself. If you seek God then seek in 
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man. He manifests himself more in man than in any other thing etc. P.687: The ego of the 
incarnations is a thin ego. Through it they have an uninterrupted vision of God. Take the case of 
a man on both sides of a wall etc. The ego of the incarnation is like the wall with a hole. Though 
they remain on this side of the wall, still they can see the endless meadow on that side. That is to 
say, though they have a human body yet they can pass to the other side through the big hole and 
remain in Samadhi. If the hole is big enough they can go through it and come back. That is to 
say, to be established in Samadhi they can again descend to the worldly plane. P.694: Through 
worship and austerity a Jiva can at the utmost attain Samadhi but cannot come down from that 
state but on the other hand any incarnation can come down from Samadhi. A Jiva is like an 
officer of a King, he can go as far as the outer court of the palace but the King’s son has access 
to all the seven courts. P.700: “Infinite is the universe and infinite is incarnations” P.704: “when 
God assumes human body he too comes under the spell of Maya but by his mere will he can 
liberate himself from this mire. The divine incarnations liberate themselves whenever they 
want”. Bhavanath here gives the illustration of the guard of a railway train, who can get out 
whenever he wants unlike ordinary passengers. P.779: “He who liberates others is an incarnation 
of God. The scriptures speak of ten, twenty-four and an innumerable number of incarnations. 
P.771: when Girish says that Sri Ramakrishna is Krishna himself, the Master says, “Shame! 
Never say that again. I look on myself as a devotee of Krishna but not as Krishna himself. You 
may think as you like. You may look upon your Guru as God. Nevertheless it is wrong to talk as 
you are talking. You must not talk that way again”. P.869: “It is God alone who has kept this 
vidya Maya in me for the welfare of the devotees. If one retains vidya Maya one comes back to 
the world. The avataras keep this vidya Maya.” P.878: Master says to Narendra “Here you find 
everything, even red lintels and tamarind”. Narendra replies, “After experiencing all those states 
you are now dwelling on a lower plane”. “I have seen that He and the one, who dwells in my 
heart, is one and the same person”. Narendra says, “Great souls even after their own liberation 
retain the ego and experience the pleasure and pain of the body that they may help others to 
attain liberation”. The Master says, “The roof is clearly visible but it is extremely hard to reach it 
but if someone who has already reached it drops down a rope he can pull another person up”. 
P.245:- “The devotee is God’s drawing room. It is there that his special power is manifest’. 
P.284: “Do you know how the Absolute plays as man. It is like the rushing down of water from a 


big roof through a pipe. The power of Sachidananda, nay, Sachidananada himself through the 
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conduit of a human form, as water descends through the pipe”. P.285: “It is God who as the guru 
makes one Know”. P.286: “God incarnating himself as man behaves exactly like a man. He has 
the same hunger, thirst, grief, and sometimes even fear. Rama was stricken with grief for Sita. 
Krishna carried on his head the shoes and wooden stool of his father Nanda. In the theatre when 
the actor comes on the stage in the role of a holy man, he behaves like one and not like the actor 
who is taking the part of a King”. He gives the example of the impersonator dressing himself as a 
world-renouncing monk refusing to accept money but begging for the same after he takes off his 
dress. P.118: “A holy man introduces one to God”. P.872: “There are two persons in this one, the 
Divine Mother and the other, her devotee. It is the devotee who broke his arm and it is the 
devotee who is now ill. “God becomes man, an avatara and comes to earth with his devotees and 
the devotees leave the world with Him. Suffering is inevitable when one assumes a human body. 
Every now and then I say to myself “May I not have to come back to earth again”. Besides this 
assuming of a human body is for the sake of the devotees”. P.873: Following the Maya of 
knowledge step by step one attains the Knowledge of Brahman. This Maya of knowledge may be 
likened to the last few stairs of the roof. Some even after reaching the roof go up and down the 
stairs. That is to say, some even after realizing God retain the ego of knowledge. They retain this 


in order to teach others, taste Divine Bliss and sport with the devotees of God.” 


This shows that the Atman in the devotee is the real avatara but other devotees take the 
saint to be an avatar when they could see the Atman through him. When others see only the 
Atman through him and not the man they call him an avatara. When they see the human 
receptacle they call him a devotee. The realized man considers himself an avatara when he is 
speaking from the consciousness that he is only the Atman or God and he considers himself only 
as a devotee when he considers himself the human medium through which the Atman manifest 
itself. That is why we find this double approach to oneself in the case of an avatara. Thus Sri 
Krishna is only a saint or devotee when he talks from the standpoint of his being the son of 
Vasudeva as doing Tapas, as initiated by Upamanyuni Siva Sadhana, as the Charioteer of 
Arjuna but as the teacher of the highest wisdom, when his mind is merged in the Atman within 
and when it is only the Atman that speaks through him as the guru and when it is the Atman that 
one is reminded of when one looks at him he is the avatara. That is why Sri Krishna is found 
sometimes speaking about..... This double views of the word ‘7’ is used in Gita. When Arjuna 


recognizes Sri Krishna as only a friend and helper others like Bhishma consider him as 
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something higher than mere ordinary man. When Sri Krishna calls himself as the chief of the 


Vrishnis in the 10th chapter, he is only a Vibhuti and when he is recognized as the Atman or 


Brahman himself he is the avatara. Similarly Rama is only a Vibhuti as he is described in the 


10" Chapter of the Gita ‘W: MAY AFA 


CERTAIN ALLIED CONCEPTIONS LIKE AVATARA 


The avatara doctrine may be distinguished from certain other allied conceptions. Thus we 


have got the conception of rai qd, IG, sifearite Yes, Tle etc. An object is said to be a 


Pratika when it is a mere symbol for God. Thus when a man is considered as God on the special 
ground that he is a father or mother or guru or atithi and when he is considered only as a symbol 
and there is a conscious, deliberate superimposition of the idea of God on man as in the above 
cases as per directions of the Sastras such a man is only a Pratika. The guru idea or the father 
idea is more prominent than the God idea and the guru or the father is considered or imagined as 
God for the purpose of Sadhana or ritual. But on the other hand, there is no such symbolism 
involved in the conception of the avatara. The avatara is the God himself and when an avatara is 


seen God himself is seen. There is no attempt to super-impose one idea on another. A man is 
called an ‘atfccntitee You’ as per Brahma Sutra III.3.32: BOI ADC ORC CITRIC AIRC OLMInel when 


he is a man who has realized God but who has been employed by God himself as his agent in 
carrying on certain duties and who is therefore still subject to karma and who has to carry on 


these duties but who does not attempt to do the duties as slaves as in the case of ordinary Jivas. 


Thus Sankara speaks of these Adikarikas as: “OWT2RUT ay eaay Raat: deat aareatt 
pactedt steformator araefteraafsat! Those are not under Prarabdha Karma even if they 


take birth because all their karmas have been wiped out in their previous birth. Their birth is out 
of their own freedom and sweet will. They have all the powers of God himself practically except 
STTgAOR. They are realised persons who have not yet merged their individuality in God nor 
have attained identity with God. They are more or less worshippers of Saguna Brahman. That 


they take birth out of their own sweet free will is declared by Sankra thus: ‘Taaaute 
Teper et dat: tafe Radars sohaftacea: wa a dd waite squat 


These last words of Sankara want us to distinguish these people from those who are callled 
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‘jatismaras’ who remember their past births but who have not yet realisd God and are therefore, 
still subject to Prarabdha as in the case of Jadabharata. Vyasa is considered to be an Adikarika 
Purusha although he is sometimes called a partial avatara of Vishnu himself. But Vyasa as an 
Adikarika Purusha and Vyasa as an avatara of Vishnu are two different conceptions. The idea is 
that he is God himself in a partial manifestation whereas as an Adikarika Purusha, he is a realized 


man. But still taking birth to carry out certain duties as an agent. Thus Bhamati notes, cat ft 
Tat ee UReasad certo tte: Os Ses GT ST a oie Teries Terat 
TOT MIA GSAT: 7 WSR sear’) A ‘Vibhuti’ means anybody or anything 


which is out of the ordinary in matters of beauty, sublimity or majesty or power etc. All such 
extraordinary beings may be considered as 'Vibhuti’ of God as per Gita chapter X. Even 
inanimate objects come under Vibhutis and even immoral objects. These things are capable of 
arresting man’s attention, therefore capable of being made use of as reminders of the possibilities 


of supernatural. All Vibhutis are not fit objects of worship. Shandilya says, “Unurcare 7 faxicy 
Love (4f) should not be directed towards all ‘Vibhutis’ because they are only living beings 
(aftr) and because the smritis prohibit the worship of Dyuta (Gq) and Raja although they are 


enumerated as Vibhutis “Gerast Vaat: Whevearen 


RAMAYANA AS ALLEGORY OF SPIRITUAL LIFE 


We have seen that in the Taittiriya Aranyaka, Ayodhya is the name given to the human 
body with nine apertures: aay qt 22h of the Gita. We have also seen that some of the 


Upanishads understand Rama as the Atman. So we can understand the birth of Rama in Ayodhya 
as an allegory of the presence of the Atman inhabiting the human body. Vishwamitra, as the very 
word shows is the guru who is the friend of the whole world. It is this guru that unites the Atman 
inhabiting the body and who is thus involved in samsara or ignorance with Sita who represent 
spiritual culture or Vidya. Vishwamitra, as we know is the Rishi of the Gayatri. Therefore, the 
marriage of Rama with Sita through the instrumentality of Vishwamitra represents initiation into 
Brahmacharya by the guru at the time of upanayana, the most important element of which is the 
Gayatri Upadesam. This is the reason why the Ramayana is considered by even the orthodox 


people as the elaboration of the Gayatri. We have seen how in the Vedic literature Sita is 
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worshipped at the ceremony of ploughing the field for the sacrifice. This represents the culture of 
the mind through self-sacrifice and this is the reason why Sita is supposed to have been 
discovered in a ploughed field, when the field was ploughed for the sacrifice. She is called 


‘stata’ — not born of the womb of woman. “at” represents Maya or Prakriti or Ignorance and 


Vidya is not born out of Maya. It is only a manifestation of the glory of the Lord. No better 
father could be got for Vidya or Sita than Janaka who represents in himself a combination of 
Jnana and Karma and who is therefore symbolic of the two aspects of spiritual culture viz. Jnana 
and Karma. The very word Janaka means ‘Father’ and therefore symbolizes universal origin of 
things or immortal father. The word ’Janaka’ is synonymous with ‘Prajapati’ and ‘Savitru’, both 
of which also mean ‘Creator’, So the father of Vidya can only be the Creator-God or Saguna 
Brahman. It is through the worship of Saguna Brahman and through love and devotion to Him 
that Vidya arises and therefore Vidya or Sita is said to be the daughter of Janaka as Vidya is got 
only through the Grace of God. That is the reason why the Taittiriya Brahman story speaks of 
Prajapati handing over the three Vedas to Soma and of Sita who is also called Savitri, being 
enamored of Soma who loved Sraddha and of how Prajapati made Soma hand over the three 
Vedas to Sita-Savitri. This is consistent with the story in the Uttararamayana also Sarga 18, 
where Sita is said to be formerly Vedavati in her previous birth. There she is also said born as 


‘arerat HAT! maiden of the nature of speech or ah, from her father’s Vedabhyasa. She is 


also reported to have done Tapas for marrying Vishnu and Ravana is said to have laid hands on 
her, when she threw herself in the fire, saying she will be born again and be the cause of his 
death. It was this Vedavati that was born as Sita. Rama being sent to the forest at the moment 
when he was to be anointed as Yuvaraja represents how the Brahmachari who has been united 
with Vidya through the Gayatri Upadesham, gets his birthright of divinity and loses it by 
temptations when he enters married life. The Brahmachari is heir to the kingdom of God and this 
fact of his readiness and qualification to enter the kingdom of God is symbolically represented in 
the ordinary marriage ceremony as the Kashi Yatra. When he enters married life in quest of 


serving mankind he is said to enter forest or Al-d<. The fourteen years of vanavasa represent 


only married life or garhasthya. It is during this period that one forgets all the Vidya that he had 
learnt and as a result, the struggles and miseries of samsara follow. For a time there is an attempt 


at resistance of temptations and he succeeds in his fight against many of them. This is 
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represented in the ordinary marriage ceremony as the period of brahmacharya observed for some 
days even while lying in the same bed with the wife. The same thing is represented in the 
Ramayana story as Rama killing various Rakshasa in the forest. But after a while the newly 
married man gets himself lost in the temptations of married life. This fact is represented in story 
form as Sita-harana and Rama is in search of Maya-mirage which represents the pursuit of a 
vain ideal of spiritual life in the grihasthasrama in the form of discharge of duties to father, 
mother, society etc. Ravana represents Kama which is rooted in Rajoguna. The whole world is 
conquered by Rajoguna and Kama. Therefore Ravana is represented as a conqueror of all the 
worlds. There is not one in this world not enslaved by him. He works through the mind and 
therefore is a representative of the Rajasic mind. He is said to have ten heads which represent the 
ten indriyas. The story of his invincibility and of his heads rising up again when they are cut off 
represents how Kama still lives even if all these indriyas are apparently conquered and when one 
craving is conquered, another crops up in its place and unless the whole mind is conquered there 
is no use of attempting to conquer the various senses by themselves. It is only by AAAS that 
one can completely be free from Kama. Kumbhakaran represents Tamas. That is why he is 
represented in the story as always addicted to sleep. He is always allied or in the service Ravana 
or Kama. Vibhishana represents sathvaguna. That is why he is represented as forsaking his own 
brother Ravana or Kama and as throwing in his lot with the fortunes of Rama and Sita — Atman 
and spiritual culture. These three are called brothers because they are all sons of the same mother 


or Prakriti or Maya. Conquest of Ravana represent conquest of Kama, (of mother aifaen and 
father 3T@$1) and recovery of Sita represents the regaining of the lost spirituality which was 


temporarily lost. The true grihastha even in spite of his being tempted for a time finally succeeds 
in the struggle if he follows the sastra and has sufficient will-power. This sastra is represented 
by Sugriva and will power by Hanuman. With the help of both Sugriva and Hanuman, therefore 


and the monkeys who represent the afar as against the Rakshasas representing the 
Saad, the valiant grihastha, through his sadhana and self-effort as well as sattvaguna 


succeeds in conquering and killing Ravana and Kumbhakarna. This represents the stage of the 
grihastha giving up the Pravrithi marga and taking up to Nivrittimarga or Sannyas. As a result of 
the struggles in the sannyasa ashrama for realizing God he recovers the lost Sita or Vidya and 


return to the kingdom of God to which he was heir. This is ‘Famwafafes’ as described in the 
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Upanishads. This ‘Casas’ represents the realization of God and Rama returning to Ayodhya 


means Jivanmukti. Rama’s ruling over the kingdom for ten thousand years represents the 


immortality as well as long service of mankind. 
SOME MISUNDERSTANDINGS 


(1) That Rama had many wives: 
It is generally accepted by all students of Valmiki’s Ramayana as well as by the devotees 


of Rama that unlike Krishna, Rama observed ‘WhUetdd’. There are however some people who 


interest themselves in discarding the accepted view and want to make out that Rama had more 
wives than one, on the basis of certain statements in the Valmiki Ramayana itself and certain 
other books. This they argue that the performance of the Asvamedha requires that the Yajamana 
should have at least three wives and since Rama performed Asvamedha he must have had at least 
three wives. This argument does not however hold good, since the Sastra does not prohibit a man 
performing Asvamedha if he has not got three wives. Even taking it for granted that three wives 
are necessary for completion of the performance it is expressly stated in the Ramayana itself that 
the Asvamedha was performed after Sitaparityaga. It is admitted by all that Sita was the chief 


queen or ‘afeut’. Those who accept the Ramayana as the authority, therefore, must also admit 


that Rama’s Asvamedha performance was without his Mahishi and if the sacrifice could be 
performed in the absence of the mahishi it could be done in the absence of other wives also. It is 
expressly mentioned that in performing the sacrifice he had only a golden image of Sita by his 


side and vide Uttarakanda, Sarga 91 sl.24 which refers to “Alfeaet FA Ueltl etc. If the Mahisi 


could be substituted by an image, a substitute is sufficient for other wives if any such are 
required. If any such were required, Ramayana would surely have mentioned the other wives or 
their substitutes as the Ramayana had stated clearly the names of the various wives and the parts 
played by them in the Asvamedha performed by Dasaratha. Nowhere do we find in Valmiki 
Ramayana, Rama’s marriage with any other woman. If such had happened Valmiki would not 
have omitted mentioning it. Moreover Valmiki throughout describes Rama’s attachment to Sita 


and his Vendetta, and when Surpanakha approaches him he specifically mentions that he 


cannot accept her as he has already got one wife which shows how in Rama’s eyes a man could 


have only one wife. There are not, wanting people who even go to the extent of saying that 
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Ramayana is meant to uphold monogamy and condemn polygamy. The advocates of many wives 
for Rama interpret the word THT aay as meaning only ‘devotion to Tee as they say that 
Uh means only “Ya”. This is too farfetched for in that case there would be no necessity to 
applaud Rama’s ‘UhUetad’ as it will not be a special attribute of Rama. This could as well be 
applied to Dasaratha also. They get over the difficulty by attempting another interpretation of the 
word Veneta: Tafa we Uetat dar Tada Gt TT A:! According to this interpretation 
it is not Rama that is devoted to the wife but the wives to Rama. This is also farfetched and 
brought in to suit a false theory for if there are more wives all of them would be naturally 


attached to one husband and may thus be a characteristic of Dasaratha also and there would be 


no meaning in making it a special characteristic of Rama alone. To get over this difficulty they 


explain uafar’ to mean ‘atfedta Taree ouHt|, This explanation also shares the same fate. 


For, in this sense it can be applied to Sri Krishna also but no devotee or poet has even described 
Sri Krishna as observing Veneta Moreover, the word Sitapati came into use only because he 
had only one wife. That is one of the favorite names by which Rama is known. These enthusiasts 
of polygamy want to support their views with some passage of the Ramayana. Thus they quote 
the passage VIII.12 of Ayodhyakanda: “¢8l: et assed Wes UAT feaa:! They say that the 
reference to WAEa UAT fEaat:| in plural shows that he must have had more wives. But they 
forget that these are the words of Manthara who wanted to prejudice Kaikeyi by representing an 
awful future for Kaikeyi and Bharata if Rama is enthroned. It was an imaginary representation of 
what the future would have been stored for Kaikeyi and not a description of the present or of 
actual facts. Note the future tense of the word ‘“afatafti Manthara only wanted to make out on 
the basis of the experience of Kaikeyi herself who was only one of the wives of Dasaratha as to 
what Bharata’s wives will have to experience at the hands of Rama’s wives. Like all predictions 
of Mandhara this also was untrue. Moreover ‘f€4aT:’ does not mean wives. It means only women 
and there is no necessity to interpret ‘f&qa:’ as wife when there is no mention of any other wife 


throughout the book, much less when the words are of Manthara who was a crooked woman who 


was already prejudiced. Another passage is also quoted where Rama is mentioned as being 


fanned by women “atsaarat Teretfy: eis: 7A area: these are the words of Dasaratha 
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when he was bewailing the fate of Rama in Ayodhyakanda LII.15. He is there comparing only 
the past with the future to show the wretched state in which Rama would be in the forest as 
contrasted with the happy sate he has been enjoying in the past. The ladies referred to need not 
be interpreted as wives but are only ladies-in-waiting who are generally employed in palaces as 
maid-servants or the reference if ‘CAT’ is taken as meaning wives it can only refer to Dasaratha’s 


wives and the words ‘talf¥t:’ should be taken along with HH. In this sense it may be only a 


reference to Rama’s childhood when he was fondled and cared for by all the wives of Dasaratha 


without exception. A passage form Padmasamhita of Pancharatraagama is also quoted by these 


pundits to prove that Rama had many wives: PUTA wat wearedt Teaatsnererantet 
aor faarad ateata wat fasrcer afer Wt aeeArearsit eatca UaUettray Wafd! Here Rama 
is said to be ae’ and therefore argue that, like Sri Krishna who had 16000 wives Rama also 
had many. As we noted before ‘tal’ need not mean wife and when this word is coupled with 
UahUelad’ in the same passage we can understand age’ only in terms of VhUeitad which is 
emphasized as the passage means “even though he was aera he was still only ‘Wauetae’; 
Where aeeatcn can only mean one who is surrounded by women by, who still observed 
‘UhUelad’. The reference to Sri Krishna’s Brahmacahraya is interesting as showing that Rama 


also observed Brahmacaharya with regard to all the women that surrounded him and was not 
tempted sexually. The passage also shows that unlike Krishna who had married eight wives and 


who was surrounded by 16000 women, Rama had only one Ue. Note the contrast between 
Krishna as 384eetwat and Rama as UWaAUetad. As the expression ‘Fal’ does not mean wives in 
the passage is clearly shown by the first line where Krishna is described as ‘mEAee Ta or 
husband of eight wives but only as asa ean’ showing the contrast between wife and 
‘tal’. There would not have been any necessity to separate these two characteristics of Krishna 


as he could be described as having 16008 wives. The passage however shows that he was the Wat 


or husband of only the eight and therefore he had only eight wives and all the 16000 are only 
women to whom he gave shelter and not married. The Durvasa Ramayana is quoted by these 


pundits to prove that Rama actually married many wives and that he did so at the command of 
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Sita: “aa: Plarear Wa: Tor Wet Faurtarar WHuettad feercat Uaoet Heratd: || what this 
Durvasa Ramayana means heaven only knows! But surely it cannot have any authority in the 
face of Valmiki Ramayana which was the original account of the story of Rama according to all 
scholars and pundits. The author of the Durvasa Ramayana must explain from where he got this 
news. Surely Durvasa could not have been a contemporary of Rama as no mention is made of 
him in Ramayana except perhaps at the end of Uttarakanada. As the Uttarakanda is admittedly a 
later version even the appearance of Durvasa in the utttarakanda cannot be taken at its face value. 
If it is Valmiki himself who has written the uttarakanda, then surely he would have also known 
the facts known to Durvasa. The very fact of Durvasa coming in only after the ten thousand years 
of Rama’s rule shows that the passage must be a later production. But with all this we may note 


the emphasis on the ‘WHUetad’ in this passage quoted above which shows even Durvasa 
accepted the fact of Rama having practiced UhUet ad. 
(2) Sham bukavadha: 


It has become quite common nowadays for self-respecters and Non-Brahmin critics to 
criticize Rama on the ground that he was an agent of the brahmanas and ill-treated the Sudras. 
The ground for their criticism is Rama’s killing Shambuka, a Sudra, on the ground that he was 
doing Tapas. Any un-prejudiced reader of the Ramayana would think twice before finding fault 
with the character of Rama. The very desire of Valmiki as expressed at the very beginning of the 
Ramayana was to paint the character of a hero who was free from all blemishes and it is with a 
view he get at such a hero for his Kavya that he approaches Narada for advice. This is clear from 
the question put by Valmiki to Narada in I.1 at start | etc. He asks only for a man of 
character (TUaT{), a man who knew Dharma and devoted to Dharma (e131), one who looked to 
actions and not to words (#1), one who is devoted to truth (ArTaTe), one who has realized the 
Atman (144), who has conquered anger and free from envy and jealousy (Farah @ and 
3am). Narada points out Rama as the only man who has got all these attributes. The epithets 
that Narada uses in this connection is very interesting: Tete, Ha, A: (who sees all with 
the same eye), fereratt: (a friend of all the varnas), ‘WoT fed tat: always interested in the 


welfare of his subjects, @¢etafFsT (who is devoted to all and who is liked by all), ‘aaa 
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URfett:1 (a protector of Dharma), ada (to whom all are equal), oe (a perfect man). 


From these descriptions we can at least understand what Valmiki and Narada thought about 
Rama. So when we try to understand the conduct and character of Rama from the description 
given by Valmiki in Ramayana we should keep this in view that at least the author wanted to 
delineate a perfect character as an ideal. Of course everybody is entitled to hold his own opinion 
as to what are perfection in character and such opinions may differ in different persons, different 
localities, different places etc. Ideas of Dharma are not common to all social groups and it may 


change even with time, locality, and difference in condition even in the same group. Sankara 


says: “Oe oat aret RT at at eatsqsrad aca Caracas arerat safe! This shows 


that what is Dharma at one time in one locality and in one set of circumstances may become 


3M at another time to another man, in another locality and in an another set of circumstances. It 


is therefore not proper to judge a man’s action done at a particular time and locality under 
particular conditions from the point of view of another man in a different set of circumstances. If 
we at all, judge a man we should judge him from the standpoint of his own Swadharma. Even 
taking the Shambukavadha as a fact, therefore, we must try to judge Rama from the standpoint of 
morality and Dharma prevailing in the ancient days. This is not to say that Rama cannot stand the 
test of modern criticism. If we understand him correctly he is an ideal for all times and even 
today we cannot conceive of a higher character than that of Rama. 

From the epithets used by Narada we find Rama had no reason to kill Shambuka from the 
standpoint of his caste. That all castes were equal in his eyes is expressly stated by Valmiki in 
many places in Ramayana. He was a man who made no distinction between one man and another 


except on the basis of adetaed. If he punished anybody he did it only for the good of the world 


and for the good of that individual himself. He had no motive as an Atmavaan, a Jitakrodha, 
Anasuyaka or a Samadhiman to injure another and if anybody was punished he could not have 
been motivated by any selfishness or egoism. As a Jivanmukta, who is established in the Atman 
he could not possibly injure anybody else as he saw himself in everybody. In correcting another 
he was in fact correcting himself and anyone “who tries to improve himself to achieve a higher 
ideal cannot surely be found fault with for aiming higher’. Dharma is that which takes us one 
step higher in the pursuit and achievement of our ideal and Adharma is only that which stands in 


the way. In helping another, therefore, to achieve his ideal one does not commit anything wrong, 
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as when a teacher punishes his pupil in the interest of discipline or a father his child. Both are 
done out of love. As a Kshatriya and a King Rama is reported to have loved his subjects like his 
own children and in punishing wrong-doers or offenders he would have only expressed his love 
for them and he would have been failing in his duty if he would have done otherwise. The only 
question, therefore, to be considered is whether Shambuka’s action is a wrong action, which 
stood in the way of his own spiritual growth and which was injurious to other people. On 
examination of the story intelligently and consistently with the high character of Rama, clearly 
shows to an unprejudiced mind that Rama has taken action against Shambuka only in the interest 
of the public morality and public safety as well as in the interest of Shambuka himself. He has 
not treated Shambuka in anyway different from the way he treated Ravana himself. Ravana was 
a Brahmana by birth as he was born of Brahmin parentage but that did not prevent him from 
taking action against Ravana when he went wrong. Ravana’s tapas is famous and he is also 
famous as a devotee of Siva but to a king who is entrusted with the duty of administering justice 
it would be a failure of duty if he keeps quiet if one member of society ruins others even though 
he may be a devotee and a tapasvin. Such a man is an offender in public eyes and his devotion 
and tapas is only a menace. He must be taught a lesson that devotion and tapas are not made 
instruments for public oppression or for ruining oneself spiritually. Like Ravana, Shambuka was 
doing tapas of a very questionable character involving acquisition of powers and injury to others. 
He was in the position of some Mantravadis or wizards who wanted to acquire powers to use it 
against others. He was doing a kind of religious sadhana like the things which involved sacrifice 
of human victims to God which was injurious both to him as well as to the public. As the story 
puts it, the first notice that is given to Rama was by a Brahmana whose child was killed. It was 
on the basis of this information that enquiry was made as to the cause of the death and as a result 
of the enquiry it was found out that the cause of the death was Shambuka and his peculiar kind of 
tapas. Such a kind of tapas was injurious both to himself, as it was tamasic, as well as to the 
public. Shambuka was aiming at heaven as he himself admits. But aiming at heaven for oneself 
through methods which are injurious to others will surely not take him to heaven; vide his words 


in Uttarakanda 78. 2 and 3: ‘eaet Ureft wa Batt Aelaw:! which shows that he was aiming at 
spiritual realization; “at TAearse ad wa dacitaftie This sentence shows that his conception 


of spiritual realization was in terms of power of conquering God and man, just like Ravana or 


Hiranyakasipu. Therefore, he was as much an asura or Rakshasa, as either of these. As a King he 
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had to administer the law, the death penalty for murder. As a realized man he himself is not in 
the least affected by the punishment given even if he had not been killed as he only showed his 
love by punishment. Shambuka simply (accidently) happened to be a Sudra by birth; He would 
have shared the same fate even if he had been a brahmana. As to how to deal with an offender 
and to as to what punishment to give, the decision lies with the man on the spot who is in charge 
of administering justice and it is quite possible that two judges may give two different judgments 
just as two doctors may give two different medicines. But on that ground of the possibility of 
difference of opinion, one is not justified in finding fault with another discharging his duty in the 
best of his light taking into consideration all the circumstances of the case. It is easy for us, at 
this distance of time, when we have no opportunity to face facts and no duty to discharge, to give 
armchair opinions as to what could have been done. Who knows we would have most probably 
done worse if we had been in Rama’s place! It is quite possible that interested brahnmins might 
have made use of the facts of his being a sudra to their own advantage and painted Rama as 
having killed Shambuka only on the ground of his being sudra. Our understanding of the story is 
consistent with the perfect character of Rama and the description that is given by Valmiki in II 


17.15: ‘aaur a fe eater aotat ped <al4l which shows that he was equally kind to all the 
vamas. Rama’s action is only an illustration of what Valmiki himself has said of him in II.2.46: 
‘ea Pane aearaedy at cafe and what is said in 111.26: “Wreraeatter ware fersarr: 
Uae rent PSOIRICKE fIET All This estimate of Valmiki credits Rama with being very 


shrewd and conscientious and discriminating in meting out punishments to offenders and it 
shows that he punishes only where punishment is absolutely necessary and that capital 
punishment is resorted to only, when such punishments alone can satisfy the demands of justice 
and equity and public morality. 

That Rama had no special prejudice against caste is borne out by the treatment given by him to 
Guha and Sabari. Guha was only a Nishada who is much lower in rank than even a Sudra. The 


Vedas describe the Nishada as the fifth caste, lower than the Sudra: ‘ST@USaH’, similarly, 


Sabari also belongs to a forest tribe and Rama extols her tapas when he meets her and enquires 


whether her tapas was progressing satisfactorily vide Aranyakanda 74.8: aferd add fad: 
MrT: SeXW AAtat! Sloka 7 describes her as a Sramani and Samshitavratam: “ATAVA Tat WA: 


smut a dacl4! this shows that she had devoted the whole of her life for spiritual realization 
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through ascetic practices. Again in Sloka 10 she is described as an ATH in spite of her having 


been of a very low caste and of her doing tapas and of her aiming at spiritual realization. Rama 
had nothing but admiration and love for her and never thought of punishing her. This shows that 
Rama made a difference between Sabari’s tapas and Shambuka’s tapas and he found that one is 
worthy of admiration and the other deserving of punishment. The one was doing the spiritual 
practice in the proper way without encroaching upon public safety while the other was doing 
tapas improperly and was, therefore, punished. The caste of either of them was not taken into 
consideration in his meting out the reward or punishment. He was not carried away by the 
external form of the action but of the spirit behind it and its repercussions on the public. This 


only justifies Narada’s estimate of him as eag, aes and of Valmiki's: erat VractHet 
eter ufeferam fara caee eter tase Tera which shows that he was interested only in 


protection of all living beings and of their Dharma and of protecting his own Svadharma. This is 


justified by the statement in Bhagavatam also in V.19.7-8, where it is said of Rama that he did 


not care in the least for birth: 'T “+ a Hed 7 att 4 ag 7 ofeat srpfteryed: aaa 
faqertt at aaa Telus mas: Usa at ser areata Galena a: THpaaya 
wd wt Aaa ok a SATTTT CO ESCIEE fear The passage means that Rama was never 


pleased or satisfied with mere high birth nor with personal beauty or by eloquence or by 
intelligence. For, he was the friend of even the forest dwellers of the aboriginal tribes of the 
forest who cannot be credited with any of these. Whoever he may be, whether a deva or an asura 
or a monkey or a man he looks into only virtues and if anybody resorts to him he takes 
everybody to swarga as he did all the people of Kosala without distinction. In this his conduct is 


just like that of Sri Krishna as described in the Gita: wats wayyy aT searstert 7 fra: ete. 


All these explanations is offered taking it for granted that Valmiki Ramayana covered 
Uttarakanda also, but it is very doubtful whether Valmiki had anything to do with Uttarakanda. 
On a critical examination of the text we find that the author has once brought the narrative to a 
close at the end of the Yuddhakanda. Even the ‘Phalasruti’ is given. The chapter closes with the 
statement that even a man who writes and makes a copy of Ramayana will be entitled to heaven: 


Tadd UT Gaaet AGHed a: Veet feat act fawir vaetarai carat ad quiet yeung 
FAUT TAT TAROT aU MAT fae Aa WHET ss sat afeat aston Hat chaser 
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3¢ a... TW. The passage means “Thus ends the narration of the ancient story. Study it with 


attention. May Vishnu’s or God’s strength increase! All the gods are satisfied as well as the pitris 
by the study and hearing the recitation of the Ramayana. He who writes out copies of this 
collection made by the Rishi with devotion to Rama, his stay in heaven is assured.” This clearly 
shows that the work has been brought to an end. It is also clearly narrated how Rama ruled the 


country after his TEtaeHH and thus he ruled for ten thousand and odd years. Another passage, 
Sloka 107 speaks of the Kavya as having come to an end as written by Valmiki: ‘3Tf¢areaic 
care Ua arettferar #d41 which shows that the Adikavya come to an end with this chapter. This 
is again reiterated in 112: “sronttet a se area area $d etc. Similarly at the beginning 


of the Ramayana we find a summary of the Kavya given in the words of Narada. Another 
summary is given in the third Sarga again. In both these no mention is made of the incidents 
narrated in the Uttarakanada. It is only mentioned at the end of the third chapter that another 


Valmiki described in another Kavya: - ‘3d afcnfead whatever has not happened at the 


time of writing of the Adikavya that Valmiki wrote in another kavya. The beginning of the fourth 
Sarga says that Valmiki wrote the whole Kavya immediately after Rama’s Tete: “ORISaeT 


THe orotate eT dar UR pet fafa Tea! Sloka 7 says “Hret Wau eet 
atararat het Ted Ureaeaaeteta dar att Td:1 This shows that the whole of Ramanayakavya 


contains only the story of Rama and Sita and the killing of Ravana. Only thousand and one 
subsidiary stories scattered here and there seems to have been added only later on in right 
Mahabharata-fashion, having been collected from various sources, at the time when the Kavya 
was re-edited along with all the other puranas and Mahabharata at about the beginning of the 
Christian era, as a result of the reaction against the decadent Buddhism. At about this time the 
Kavya became a Samhita or a collection as mentioned at the end of the Yuddakanda. That the 
Kavya must have had some unity of theme seems to be certain. Much of the matter in the present 
collection which have no organic unity with the central theme may not have found a place in the 
original Kavya. 

As is admitted by the text itself the Adikavya was first recited before Rama himself and 
certainly Rama could not have heard about his own Famke as described in the Uttarakanda. 


The subsequent editors who narrated these last days of Rama and who wanted to pass it off as an 
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integral part of the original Kavya must have felt the difficulty of it. They must have also felt the 
impossibility of conceiving Valmiki as a first hand witness of all the incidents narrated there and 
to get over these difficulties they have mentioned at the beginning of the book that Valmiki saw 


all these things through his Yogadrishti caret ) although the happenings might have been in the 


past and at a distance from Ayodhya near which he seems to have lived. The only incidents of 


the Uttarakanda of which he could have had direct notice was the fact of Sita living with him and 


giving birth to two sons (c.f. Balakanda IIL.6: ‘ad: W2afd eater dea abrarfeerd: WT aq Fret 


UWUTaHeich FT In plain prosaic language it means that the story was an ancient one and many of 


the incidents mentioned are from the imagination of the poet. As in the case of all kavyas, credit 
must be given to the poet for much that is contained in Kavya, but the skeleton of the story must 
have come down to him most probably through two main sources viz.(1) the minstrels who 
wandered about singing about it in the form of folk songs. Perhaps it is this source that is 
referred to in poetic language as information which Valmiki got from Narada who was a divine 
minstrel typical of all minstrels. (2) Another source of the story might have been the traditions 
current in the palacesof Suryavamsa kings and it is this that is referred to when the text says in 
15.3: ‘searpune der wat dat wert wegaannead waraofift say The divine 
inspiration which made the editors to convert a pure Kavya, into a Samhita for didactic and 
religious purposes is what seems to be referred to as the commission given to Valmiki by 
Brahma in the second Sarga of the Balakanda. So the Ramayana as we have it now seems to be a 
collection based upon Valmiki’s original Kavya with some later additions based upon stories 
current in royal palaces and in folk songs and some elements based upon poetic imagination and 
the religious and didactic motive. That the Uttarakanada might have been a separate treatise 
seems probable from all the above considerations, historical as well a literary. Some of the 
incidents mentioned in the Uttarakanda could have found a natural place at the beginning of the 
Kavya itself or in the course of the story. The way they are introduced in the Utttarakanda would 
suggest their being only after-thoughts. Thus the story of Sita being Vedavati in a previous birth 
and of the birth of Ravana and his brothers as well as the story of the birth of Hanuman and the 
Vanaras etc. and the whole supernatural atmosphere seems to be an after-thought. Even some 
repetitions are not wanting and many of the information given by the Rishis in the Uttarakanada 


could have been given by them to Rama before Ravanavadha. The very name ‘Uttarakanda’ 
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shows that it is a subsequent addition as it contrasts with the Purvakanda which is treated as a 


separate unit in itself. Thus in the 3™{#AfUrh chapter IV of Balakanda the second sloka does not 


treat the whole book as one but mentions the Uttarakanda separately, which shows the 


consciousness of the editors of the Uttarakanda being a different book: “T&T TTA Toy 
Wenwsihy dat Sal, where Uttara is mentioned as different from the shatkandas ending with 


Yuddhakanda. again in the thrid sloka he speaks of the Ramayana as: ‘taaqufast ROrSrab real 


which means along with the Uttara and with future events, which shows that the Uttara and the 
narration of future events must have been separate from the original book. This is substantiated 
by the 39th Sloka of the previous 3rd Sarga also which treats of the Uttara as a sepate Karvya. 
Again at the end of the Uttarakanda in the last Sarga, sloka 1 speaks about: ‘Wdaddereart 


aT which means, “This story along with the Uttara”. A separate Phalasruti is also given for 
the Uttarakanda. The original purpose of the Ramavatara was said to be only “Wada”, and when 


that was finished Rama might have left the world as an ordinary man dies, at the end of hundred 
or hundred and twenty years. The very conception of Rama living twenty thousand years is only 
a mere poetic exaggeration of the historical fact of the long period of time that lapsed between 
the original composition of Valmiki and its re-editing later. Many of the incidens and narratives 
and social conditions protrayed in the book as we have it now might not reflect the original spirit 
of the poem or the circumstances prevailing at the time of Rama’s actual life. 

Looked at from this standpoint the Shambukavadha might be an imaginary story newly 
invented after ten thousand years of Rama’s life to suit the conditions and ideas of that later age 
or a new dress given to any old story for the same purpose. In fact we do not find the incident of 
Sambukavadha in any of the summaries given in the beginning of the Ramayana, which 
mentions only the Aswavamedha, Sitaparityaga among the incidents mentioned in the 
Uttarakanda. On the other hand, in describing Rama’s reign they specially mention that there was 


no case of YAW during his reign: “Tt JAA are Geatet Yoo: eared which means ‘nobody 
experienced YAH during Rama’s reign’ which goes against the story of the sambukavadha. It 


seems, therefore that there is some ground for Mahatmaji’s statement about this incident that his 
Rama would never do it. His Rama, here, means the saintly Rama, the ideal King, the perfect 


Jivanmukta, the ideal whom Valmiki might have protrayed in his original Adikavya, free from all 
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further additions and interpolations. There have been many Valmikis admitted by history and it 
has also become customary to speak of the authors of all the various Ramyanas as Valmiki’s. The 
differences in the stories of these various Ramayanas even with regard to important facts shows 
that these Valmikis must be different from one another. So it is quite possible that a later Valmiki 
of this type or many such Valmikis in their turn have added their own quota in turn, from the 
mass of floating material available to them, each according to his taste. Even the Ramayana itself 
mentions two Valmikis, one at the beginning of the Balakanda as the author of Ramayana and the 


other in the Ayodyakanda II.56.16:- ‘sft ad areata trace The former is reported 
to have been living on the banks of Tamasa river, vide 1.2.3: “TH dha aesoaedq fergat:| 


Whereas the latter lived at Chitrakuta. The Tilakavyakyana on Ramayana says that this Valmiki 
at Chitrakuta was a different man from the author. Govindaraja, another commentator, however, 
wants to get over the difficulty of admitting two Valmikis by saying that the same Valmiki lived 
at first at Chitrakuta and afterwards migrated to the banks of the Tamasa. Again, we have a 


tradition of a Valmiki who was the son of Prachetas, vide Uttarakanda 86.19 — ‘Urdaatsé 
QaIaga: LAratl these are the words of Valmiki introducing himself to Rama bringing back 


Sita. This shows that the Valmiki, with whom Sita stayed after she was abandoned by Rama was 
the son of Prachetas and was a Brahmin. But we have another tradition where Valmiki was only a 
robber who became a Rishi after the Upadesam by Narada of the Rama Mantra. This Valmiki 
was a non-Brahmin raised to Rishihood by his Tapas and if it is this Valmiki that wrote the 
Ramayana in the beginning he could merely not have considered Rama as a perfect man or a 
saint, if he had killed another sudra on account of his caste, since he himself is a Sudra who has 
benefited by his tapas. This Valmiki who was benefited by Ramamantra was quite likely the man 
who heard about Rama by Narada as Narada was his guru and as Rama was his Ishta, it is quite 
natural for him to be anxious to write the story of Rama as a perfect saint. Perhaps it is the 
Brahmin Valmiki who later edited the Ramayana who thought of punishing the Sudra. One 
Prachetas is mentioned as a law-giver in Manu I. 35 as the present Manu Smruti is admittedly a 
product of the period of Hindu revival .This Valmiki, the son of Prachetas might have also 
belonged to about the same period. We hear of another Valmiki who was the son of Varuna. 
There is another Valmiki mentioned in Mahabharata as the son of Garuda and still another who 


is mentioned in Taittiriyapratishakya as a grammarian. Even another modern poet called 
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Valmiki who was the son of one Rudramani Tripatin who was the author of a poem called 


THA STATA. As Valmiki, the 31{€afe is said to be the first to compose slokas in Anustap meter 


and as Anustap chandas was prevailing even in Vedic days the original Ramayana must have 
belonged to the Vedic age. The language of the present Ramayana is a classical language, quite 
different from the Vedic language. The rishi Narada who is supposed to have inspired Valmiki 
and to have been his guru is a rishi of the Vedic age and therefore there is every likelyhood of 
author of the original Adikavya to have belonged to the same age. The mention in the present 
text of the Ramayana of even Sri Krishna Vasudeva who is supposed to have been born at the 
end of the Dwaparayuga whereas Rama belongs to the Tretayuga shows that the present text 
could not have been composed at the time when Rama was living. Similarly the mention of 
Janamejaya also and of the Buddhists, which are further evidences of the later origin of the 


present text. Even orthodox commentators take many of the sargas as Wf@It or interpolations 


although the commentators may have differences amongst themselves as to which of these are 
interpolations. Even according to orthodox tradition, Ramayana Parayana closes with the 
Pattabhishekam and Uttararamayana is not given the same sanctity, which shows that even to the 


orthodox consciousness, Uttarakanada does not form part of the original Ramayana. 


(3) Rama’s Relations with Sita: 

It has been customary with some people, especially some social reformers to condemn 
Rama for some imaginary unkindness in his relations with Sita. On a perusal of Ramayana, 
however, we find there could not have been a more ideal husband and wife, a more worthy 
married life than between Sita and Rama. The great respect that Rama paid to Sita and the 
freedom which he gave to her, in all matters could not be expected even from a modern husband. 
The very name Sita-Rama, by which devotees address Rama show how in the devotee’s 
consciousness, Rama would be more pleased if Sita is given precedence over himself in matters 
of honor and worship. It would be very doubtful whether if even Sita were to be asked about 
Rama’s attitude towards her she would ever have found fault with her ideal husband. On the 
other hand she would have been the first to advise Rama if he had in anyway acted against 
justice and fair-play or displayed any of masculine superiority over her on the ground that she 
was member of the weaker sex. Her sturdy independence is seen in the Ayodhyakanda, when 


Rama dared to think of going to the forest without taking her with him. Valmiki describes in the 
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Hb Sarga how for the first and the only time she grew a little angry as it were against her 
husband, Shloka | says: “Wayat ¢ aefe faret fraaett woranca dH vaReaaedtat She 


was righteously indignant and that indignation was born of love and she gives a lecture on 
Dharma, on the duties of the husband and the rights of a wife. She asks him how he dared to 
speak so lightly: “fee rere wa aed Tyas Yay? aa qaueret A ye AWAIT ‘why 
do you talk so lightly and make me laugh at your words?’ She reminds him of that it is the right 
of the wife to be with her husband in weal or woe and that he cannot expect to go without her 
and if Rama is to go to the forest she would lead the way, and that she would be as happy in the 
forest in the company of her husband, as she would be in the palace. Wherever he is, it is her 
right to serve him. But she agrees that she is anxious to be by his side not out of any sex 


considerations but as a ‘Ufdatal’: “Ql 3{SATUT a fet faa gerahuth — Ayodhya 12.27. She will 
never be a burden on him: “7 ¢ ga aREIe Hage Ge aa When Rama attempts to 


frighten her of the dangers of life in the forest, she retorts that she knows full well that Rama is 
able to take care of her. She even goes to the extent of saying that she had heard that according to 
her jataka she has to live for sometime in the forest and that she is very anxious to go to the 


forest: “oTeastt Feo Teor Fa sd oe lays set sete fet F atiisi carforear 
fonda Tease TIT TT Aaa aca Feats Wea II (Sarga29) The time has come for 


making the words of Brahmins true. Then she asks how, knowing all the scriptures, he dares not 
to take his wife with him. She even asks him if her father gave her in marriage to a woman or 
man and how he can bear when people speak slightingly of him. She advises him that Rama 
should give no room for scandal. “Why do you try’? She asks “To give your wife to another?” 
vide Shlokas 3, 4 and 8 of sarga 30. Thus she dares even to taunt her husband to make him 
behave like a fit husband to a ‘pativrata’. Again, in the forest, when the rishis beg Rama to 
protect them against wild beasts and Rakshasas, she dares to remind Rama not to give any 


promise to anybody which will involve Adharma and unnecessary slaughter; (Aranyakanda 
Sarga 9) ‘sTHeq etc. $1.30: antetasad antavad get eto awd ad etanfas See In 
29, she says, that her father-in-law and mother-in-law would be more pleased if having gone to 


the forest he would observe the conduct of a Muni: ‘STaTaIq aad Utd: ear: aa | ae ast 
Ufa wdaed ft art: She exhorts him to observe the Dharma of the Tapovana: ‘ teat 
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afeate: aiez at ef autati All this shows how she feels her independence and how she is 
zealously gaurding Rama's honour and virtue like a watchdog. She is thus, in every respect, a 
certaku of Rama. We find her again exercising her independence when she exhorts 
Laxmana to go in search of Rama, just before her abduction. She dares to go against even the 
will of Rama who had asked Laxmana not to leave her at any cost, even descending to the level 


of attributing wild motives to Laxmana vide Chapter 45 of Aranyakanda Slokas 5-7: “d¥ard 
aed ita wearer ast faedor wgeane aad) GeaweAaearat wat aPsucead 
swore ot fazaed WH Ta Fe oT Aa Hd Tt Aaa was aed J frst wet Stet 
Wak Aft Ti etc. sl. 24, 25: AA at: Uideoa: Ugel weds aT dat feat alas ca at aeeT 


alll etc.All these harsh words she uses because of her anxiety for the welfare of Rama. This 


shows that she could go even against the expressed wish of Rama when she thinks that such 
words stand in the way of Rama’s own interest. She even dares to stand up against Ravana and 


insults him when he expresses his love to her; Vide Aranyakanda 47: ‘ct Tasty: feet 
Afar Teruel we TT aEAeaes Wu Aatll Again we find her displaying the same 


courage even in the midst of the Ashokavana. One who could exercise so much of courage and 
independence and keep Ravana at arm’s length even though she was alone shows her remarkable 
courage and capacity to stand up against evil. She is not to be cowed down from Adharma from 
any quarters, whether from friend or foe. If, therefore, she had felt that any wrong had been done 
to her by Rama she would not have yielded to it and would have stood up and fought for what 
she considered right for saving Rama himself from Adharma, although she may not care 
anything for her own self. All her actions were prompted by the highest considerations of 
Dharma and not a thought of her own comfort or convenience or enjoyment of worldly pleasures 


or conjugal happiness ever passed through her mind. She is throughout the ideal Ufdaa, the ideal 
wife devoted to the welfare of the husband and GeetaRuft interested only in helping her 


husband in the discharge of Dharma. 
In this connection we should remember that both Sita and Rama, although they liked each 
others company and served each other like wife and husband, we never find Valmiki expatiating 


upon the 2TgT&4 based on the sexual relations of the two. Sita was only a child at the time of her 


Page 48 of 120 


marriage, perhaps six or seven years old and Rama perhaps a boy of thirteen or fourteen at the 
most. It said by Sita in Aranyakanda 47.3-10 that they lived at Ayodhya after the marriage for 12 
years and that arrangements for anointing Rama as yuvaraja took place in the thirteenth year 
after their marriage and Rama was twenty five years of age at the time of his going to forest, and 


that she was eighteen. So by calculation we can understand the age of Rama and Sita at the time 


of marriage. ‘Sf8rat Baa seaport Mag daeaaraat ay Wot stare: Tyas wt 
Seat TAA A Mat Hea Tae USalaratssrea sate wa VAP walt According to 


another account based on the words of Dasaratha and Kousalya the age of Rama may be found to 
be a little different. Thus in I.20.2 when Vishwamitra comes to take Rama, Dasaratha speaks of 


Rama as not yet sixteen years old and therefore unfit for fighting the Rakshasas:- “s+ atear ast 
Hy wat wsaeare: 7 Fear eT uaa wars: | This shows, if literally understood, that 


Rama’s age was about fifteen years at that time and if Sita’s statement that they lived twelve 
years at Ayodhya before going to forest is true Rama might have been about twenty eight years 
old at the time of going to the forest. There is another passage in II.20.45 where Kausalya says at 
the time of departure to the forest that she had been waiting for all these seventeen years in the 
fond hope of her trouble coming to an end when Rama became ruler but her hopes have been 


dashed to the ground:- ‘aqreata J asia qa VTaeT Was safeahs Wenterear Far gaara 


If Kausalya is to be taken at her word Rama may be only seventeen years old and is Sita’s words 
are taken to be true Rama could have been only five years old at the time of marriage and there 
could not have been any existence of Sita at all. So to understand the words of Kausalya we must 
take it as meaning that the birth she refers to here must be the spiritual birth or upanayanam, if 
we want to reconcile the mother’s statement with the father’s. The Kshatriyas are entitled to 
upanayanam at the eleventh year and if we calculate seventeen years from the upanayana the age 
of Rama at that time may be about twenty-eight which will tally with Dasaratha’s statement. 
There is another statement in the Ramayana III.38.6 which says in the words of Maricha to 


Ravana that Rama was only twelve years old at the time of Vishwamitra’s yajna:- Weald 


Tet ats eat aet sezastsaara as Was! If we accept this version as true it may 


fit in more with Sita’s account of Rama’s age at the time of departure to the forest, than the 
parent’s version, but as the parents are expected to know their son’s age better than an outsider 


like Maricha we need not pay much attention to Maricha’s words for substantiating Sita’s 
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version. To be on the safe side, therefore, we shall take the parents version, as far as the age is 
concemed and Sita’s version, so far as the stay in the palace is concerned. It would seem that this 
is a case of child marriage as per the smritis. 

According to Smritis, marriage of the girl corresponds to the upanayana of the boy. That 
is why the same age is prescribed for the upanayana of the boy and marriage of the girl. The stay 
of the girl with the husband is considered as the Brahmacharya period for the girls and both 
parties are expected to observe absolute sexual continence until after the marriage is formally 
consummated at the Garbhadana ceremony, cf. Manu II.66-68:- ‘cafeat fate: stot deant 
afta ea: ufdetar Wt are: Teratstrokhar ws obet feardtaratoaratiar fate: Many of the 
grihya sutras do not refer to the physical union at all as part of the marriage ceremony and a few 
regard it as unnecessary to repeat any mantras in connection with the actual physical union as 


they do not /ook upon it as part of the Samskara. The marriage ceremony was concluded with the 
act of UME (Panigrahana) ending in AcATe (i.e. taking seven steps round the fire) vide 
Manu VIII.208, 227:- ‘arftrrefttear wat fad @Netauy! This shows that the main purpose of 
marriage is life-long companionship and mutual help and co-operation in live activities for the 
purpose of realization of God and that sexual union is deferred as long as the parties are not 
particular of begetting children. Vide the Saptapadi Mantra: - “GT Atel AA! etc.. Grihyasutra 
of Bodhayana I.7 emphasizes the necessity for the observance of Brahmacharya and says the 
longer the sexual union is deferred the better for the parties. The practice of great personalities 
was also in accordance with this principle. Thus we read in the Mahabharata that the parents of 


Savitri observed Brahmacharya for a very long time before procreating her:-‘Saearegerrel 
da Rasafeera: aret Paffarent verant fades etc. Similarly, speaking about Agastya’s 
treatment of his wife Lopamudra after marriage, the Mahabharata says that they lived together 
and performed tapas at Gangadwara for a long time:- “TqTaFe SMTcT WTA aT: 
SHAMASA AT: TSTMS HTM! UT Uta TAP Uf TAT Tall Even after finding her, by her 


Brahmacharya and tapas, to be free from lust and thus fit to be a mother of saints and even when 
Agastya had no objection to produce a child through her, when she was consulted, the wife 
herself postpones it still further and after a long period, when she was also agreeable to have only 


one good son, he impregnates her and afterwards goes to the forest. Even in the Rig Veda I.179, 
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Agastya refers to himself about his unique success in married life, thereby meaning his success 
in keeping up his success in Brahmacharya. Similarly, the Mahabharata describes Sri Krishna’s 


twelve years of Brahmacharya and tapas in the company of his wife Rukmini on the top of the 


Himalayas, before he procreated Pradyumna:- erat Weqat dicat sexe feracoretreter 
at Har aver enfste: Gar arava wafesvar atsaorad Gacpanedaedt Gast aa t Taz 
Again the Mahabharata, speaking about the sage Jaratkaru says the same thing who continues to 
live without marriage for a long time even after his studies. Even the Kamasastra says that a 


married man must be an fadfea and that the married couple should not indulge in sexual 


enjoyment too much. The Mahabharata speaks about how the great rishi Vadanya tested the great 


sage Ashtavakra with regard to his control of the senses and gave his daughter WHT in marriage 


to the latter, only after he was satisfied that Ashtavakra could resist sexual temptations in the 
midst of the greatest temptations. We thus find the insistence on Brahmacharya in married life as 


laid down by the Smritis is fully borne out in the lives of great personalities. The Brahmanas lay 
down that by Brahmacharya, a married man should pay off his debt to the rishis. There is nothing 


strange, therefore, when we see Rama and Sita observing Brahmacharya for a long time even 
after their marriage. He was simply following the Sastras and the principles of the spiritual life, 
which is the intention of the Sastras to lay down the rules. 

We have already seen how Rama was not very much enamored of his kingship or royal 
power and how, while yet a boy he thought of renouncing his kingdom and going to the forest 
and how only by the persuasion of Vasishtha and other rishis Rama agreed to remain in Ayodhya 
and to rule over the kingdom, vide the Yoga Vashishta. There is no evidence anywhere to show 
that Rama had any interest in marriage or in the enjoyment of conncubial happiness. It simply 
happens by chance that Rama is taken to Janaka’s court by Vishwamitra without any knowledge 
or desire on his part and it is only by an accident that he was made to break the bow and the 
marriage took place. Rama must have taken marriage only as a test for himself and like the great 
hero that he was, he accepted the challenge and decided to demonstrate to himself and the world 
how he had real mastery over his senses and how he could maintain his Brahmacharya even in 
married life and thus set an example to the grihastas. We thus see that Rama’s marriage was just 
like Sri Ramakrishna’s marriage, and though a married man he was like Sri Ramakrishna, a 


Sannyasin in life and spirit. Although, as a husband he had rights over the wife he treated her 
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only as his disciple, as Sri Ramakrishna treated the Holy Mother, at the same time giving her the 
honor and worship which a Saint can give to any earthly manifestation of the Divine Mother 
herself. The husband worshipped the wife as a goddess and his love for the wife was of a Bhakta, 
as it were. The wife loved and worshipped the husband as God and served him as a Bhakta 
would serve. It is only in this sense that Sita was a Pativrata and thus set an example to all 


women and it is only in this sense that Rama observed WAU thus setting an example to all 


husbands. That Rama considered all woman as only mother as seen from his treatment of even 
Kaikeyi who had brought about his banishment. That he had a great regard for the capacity of 
women to look after themselves and their own spiritual interests, free from all interference from 
the other sex and that man had no right to curb her freedom is made clear in his statement when 


Sugriva and others hesitated to bring Sita before him in public after the Ravana Vadha:- “FT Terr 
Tt aearfor + urera: feat sear weracant Gaara Era: V1.117.26 and 27. Here Rama 


emphasizes that it is only woman’s character that forms her best protection; no one else can 
protect her from going wrong, not even a home or a cloth to cover the body or confinement 
within walls nor any other undignified or insulting treatment can save her; she has the right and 
the capacity to protect herself if she develops proper character and strength of mind under the 


care of her parents in childhood and under that of the husband in married life. This is in complete 


accordance with Manu’s statement in IX.12:- “T alae aleazar: Weal offered eorerahtteg 
BT: aT: URATA STATA eT WA ar: Aelerar:| srelataT Te Gest: YS TTAIRA A: | Here 
Manu tells all husbands that it is futile to attempt to protect woman against going astray by force. 
Nobody has ever the power or capacity to protect another by force against their will. It will be a 
case of enslavement. Only one who protects himself by himself is well protected. It is only self- 
protection that is consistent with freedom. Those who are simply confined in their homes and 
guarded by faithful servants cannot be said to be well-protected. We thus see how Rama was 
interested in the enfranchisement of women and in giving them the complete freedom. His whole 
treatment of Sita can be understood only in this light. That Rama was not very much attached to 
his wife in a sexual sense as an ordinary husband is attached to his wife is clear from many 


statements in the Ramayana, although he was very much devoted to her in a spiritual sense. Thus 


Rama’s statement in III.62.16-17:- “eaarsit dtaar ey: yaa Heat HAT cae ot faa Mtat sitet 


4 HAA, which means, “I do not care for a heaven where I am deprived of the company of 
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Sita. I consider such heaven as a mere non-entity. I do not like to live without Sita”, should be 


understood in the spiritual sense, so also his statement: - “T af aa gat cara in 


11.30.27 and many other similar statements. While these passages show his great love and 
devotion towards Sita. Rama has shown in many other places how he was not in the least 
attached to Sita in the ordinary sense. Even at the time of meeting Sita after a long absence after 
the killing of Ravana he says in VI.118.15-16:- “‘faferareq ¢ Ag atot woke: dt: qgat 
Fatt F ae HA asl AAT T HA FaATAS TW TAT: VIIA TT IT aT URWATAT “Let 
it be known to you, O Good Lady, that all this war was undertaken and brought to a success with 
the help of the heroism of friends, not for your sake; it was undertaken by me only to protect 
good conduct and character in my subjects and to remove the scandal that would have otherwise 


been associated with the famous race to which I have the honor to belong and to protect Tal or 


renunciation”. Rama was interested only in Tyaga or renunciation. He practiced renunciation not 
only in himself but encouraged it in others also. He knew it was the basis of all Dharma or right 
living and of all character and conduct. To protect anybody was to protect ‘Tyaga’ so that no 
obstacles are placed in the way of anybody practicing Tyaga and if anybody goes against this 
principle of Tyaga, not only in his own life but also prevents others from practicing Tyaga it is 


the greatest injury or ‘féa’ that could be done. So the best help or protection that can be given 


by a saint who is also a hero was to prevent such wrong-doers, not only from injuring others 
spiritually or morally, but also from committing suicide themselves spiritually. He knew that 
Ravana wronged both God and man in this respect and he took even Sita’s abduction as only a 
crime against humanity and spirituality. As a Kshatriya, therefore, he had to punish the wicked 
and thus make it easy for all to realize God, through practice of Tyaga and Dharma. If he had not 
done it when he had the power and capacity and opportunity he would have failed in his duty as 
a Kshatriya and would have brought discredit on his family. As a saint or realized man he would 
have failed in his duty of ‘Lokasangraha’ and thus would have brought discredit on all saints to 


whose order he had the honor to belong. This is the force of the expression: —‘31a1é J Waa: 
TAN TATSA!| What Rama was afraid of was not ordinary scandal or bad reputation which 


ordinary worldly people are afraid of. The war, therefore, was a Dharma-yuddha and Rama 
would have undertaken that war even if it was somebody else’s wife that was abducted (note Vali 


vadha). He was not in the least prompted by selfishness or self-interest. He knew that Sita’s 
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character and conduct was sufficient protection against even the might of Ravana. His expedition 


to Lanka was prompted only by his sense of responsibility to protect righteousness and not to 


save Sita (vide Sita’s words in V.22.20:- ‘STMT WR Weare 7 cat aft carta 


Wee AAMT), who could have very well saved herself. That is the force of the expression “T 
racial Gd: that he had no anger against Ravana himself is clear from the fact that 
immediately after Ravana was killed he had all the obsequies of Ravana performed. He praises 


Ravana and says: - “HUredft due Rad a: Gatsrary faces Geant Aas Tear Tall “All 


enmity ends with death. We have only performed our duty and our object is gained. Now 
perform his obsequies. He is the same to me as to you.” Chap. 112 of Yuddha Kanda SI.26 says 


that Rama was interested only in Dharma, he repeats again and again. He tells Kaikeyi in 
1L.19.20:- “areneitnt eft carraeqaeae fate at aistreqed hact ATTA “T am not in 
the least interested in worldly prosperity. Know me to be interested only in Dharma like a Rishi’. 
In II.97.7 he tells Lakshmana: - “4a WA Het BT gore arnitat 7 seared or Beacaae 
enti! “The whole of this world, it is not very difficult for me to possess but I don’t desire even 
the position of Indra through adharma”. Even Ravana’s minister praises Rama before Ravana:- 
afera werd sat at ect artadd “in whom Dharma is constantly and permanently present and 
who never transgresses Dharma”. In fact he loved his brothers more than his wife, vide his words 
in VI.49.6 about Lakshmana:- ‘arear Hrarear att ude fafarea 7 ASHUrear OTA 
afaacararafaarl| It is possible to get another wife like Sita if he makes a diligent search 
through the world but not so a brother like Lakshmana”. For, Rama knew that a wife can be 
made but a brother is only born. Again he expresses his love for Bharata in II.19.7:- “ste fé ata 
We TOOTS GI ST Set ws cae cat Ararat fet:i! “I would have been most pleased to 


give of my own accord to Bharata without any force or command from anybody else, Everything 
that I call my own out of my love for him not excluding the kingdom or my life or even Sita. All 
this shows that Sita was only one among the many people he equally loved and there was 
nothing particularly sexual in his love for Sita. Sita herself gives a certificate to Rama in II.9.8:- 


‘da aatead a aA BAIT! “I know from my direct experience how self-controlled you 


are” In III.10.19 he tells Sita that he would far rather give up his life and even Sita herself than 
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give up his promise: - “stad Vifad Sar cat ar dit Poem + g Uda Peper Tera 
datd:|. Rama’s spirit of renunciation is expressed in II.37.2, When Dasaratha offered to send 


along with him to the forest all royal comforts and conveniences for his stay there: APT 
qT Wt at ata vitae: fer area aAT IaSeT Tat! “What purpose is going to be served 
by sending all these paraphernalia with me who have given up all attachments and who have 
given up all worldly pleasures and who would like to live in the forest living on only on what the 


forest can provide. He would not in fact have liked to come back to Ayodhya after his vanavasa 


had it not been for his love towards Bharata, who, he was afraid, might commit suicide if he did 


not retum on the promised date. III.16.38:- “Mfgar fe F CICCRCIESE GSIM WAAC 
anferatt fear U7:1l “My mind has been settled on the life in the forest and I would remain there if 
my resolve has not been shaken by my love for Bharata”. When Bharata tries his level best to 
make him accept the crown Rama points out that he preferred to enjoy the life of muni in the 
forest as that conduces more to spiritual life and the enjoyment of the Atman, vide II.104.27:- 
aed Ht TT fed 7 Tach ALATA | “I consider this as most pleasing and favorable 
to Paramatman, not even the Lordship of the worlds is preferable to this”. Valmiki also points 
out in II.115.14, that Rama was fully established in the Atman and that he was refusing to go 
back only from the spiritual standpoint. It was not his interest merely to obey his father’s wishes 
for he himself breaks that in the very act of going to the forest against his father’s and guru’s 
advice. His eagerness to obey his parents is only an excuse which he takes advantage of, just as a 
Sankara takes advantage of a silly excuse to become a Sannyasin, or a Madhwa did it for the 


same purpose, later on. “WH: HalcAl At ware gq SIcHal{] Rama consoled Bharata because 


his mind was set on the Atman and was interested only in spirituality”. In the whole of this 
chapter he gives a long discourse on the ephemeral nature of life as well as worldly pleasures and 


that one should not feel sorry for others but for oneself and must care more for one’s own 
spiritual realization:- “sTearaqaraed faaarafal (21) sat AS oT AS aT BAararsrerotd 
We T ATM AAA HOTT il Us wats Yar was oat a atest aaa ear 


weer fear a11( 27) Just as two logs of wood in the ocean may come together for a time and 


separate after a short time, the union with wife, children and relatives and with wealth and 
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worldly prosperity, all are ephemeral; they come and go and one cannot be permanently united 


with them and he concludes: Maas came TT (45). Therefore practice 


spirituality which is natural to you”. This shows how Rama’s mind was interested only in 
renunciation and spiritual life and it was quite natural to him, therefore, to refuse to be dragged 
back into the world, in spite of the cogent arguments brought forward by others. (When Bharata 
says in 106 — that his father had erred and obedience to him is wrong and it is the duty of the 
sons to protect the father against wrong doing and it is the duty of all people to be a grihastha and 
protect all the four varnas, Rama quietly refutes that pleas and prefers devotion to the highest 
Truth or the Atman as the best way of serving Father as well as society and as Garhasthya and 
Kshatra Dharma are inferior to Sanyasa and devotion to Truth and spiritual life). In II.106 we 
find Bharata using two arguments to make Rama go back upon his resolve to go to the forest. 
One is that it was wrong on the part of Dasaratha to yield to Kaikeyi because of his passion for 


her and that it is the duty of a proper son to save the father against himself by preventing him 
from going wrong if possible, vide Sloka 13 -16, “feaat: fat Fanta part et eafac 
araaret fe sat qaatft or aft wstt Hadar ote veret or aft: par creaehaftarers 
PTAA MAMAS Aehtard Teaewtea fete aattared Gar Tee Aer dered Ad 
we faataadtsrer qened Va Hed AT ary gad for: etc. The next argument is that this 
conduct of giving up Garhasthya and taking to Sannyasa is improper, especially for a Kshatriya. 
Sl. 19-22:- “uy f West ent: aftacaistat ta set Wee Wot oko Sa TererqeaeT 
IAs Wet sR ser aceasta et at uke esfe ator wget 
aot Urea STATS Tara FS eee sears org: ecto ears at Het capa 
To this Rama replies in the next Chapter that in spite of all the arguments he prefers to go the 
forest. If Bharata thinks that Kshatra dharma and garhasthya is superior it behoves him to remain 
in Ayodhya and rule over the kingdom. In Chapter 109 he tells in teply to JaVali that the whole 
world is following the dictates of Kama and a Raja must take care to set a good examples to the 
Ustl’s for the ‘WST’s always look up to the Raja’s conduct and character as the ideal to be 
followed- S19 and 10 - @IGdea F cia: Heeaqaadd Ueqa Gt Wa: Ada Tara 
Wat Aaa AS GT Usage Sat TA AIH Wet Gel cite: GhefSet:1 He aso says that 
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on no ground will he give up truth: - tg ara 7 Herel T LOGIC wat raa: ad wears aca 
TH: AaUAAT: | Finally he gives the real argument as to what he really had in mind when he 
spoke of his devotion to truth: Weameafat a aed ware {All True Dharma is based upon 
UWaMmcHT (Real Atman - other than the ego). This is the only well established Dharma and he 


also says that the Kshtra Dharma, as it is understood, he would give up, as it is really Adharma, 


although it is callled Dharma and it is followed only by sinners and mean-minded people as well 
as by cruel and avaricious persons: “art wind wet wet ated ad: qadeieta dad 


amgaHAfet:i| Rama’s interest in obeying his father and acting according to his promise to Kaikeyi 


was thus based on the fact that, that promise was conducive to renunciation and self-realisation 
and in following such an advice he would be setting an example to all kings as well as to the 
subjects and raise the ideal of renunciation and self-realisation as the highest goal to be aimed at. 
In thus setting an example he would be giving real protection to his subjects and to the world. 
Rama’s name has been honoured to this day only as a great exemplar of this highest ideal of life. 
If Rama had followed the advice of Bharata and JaVali or of Vashishtha or Kausalya and other 
well-wishers he would have been only one amongst the numerous Kings who have been 
forgotten and would not have been literally worshipped today as an ideal. 

We now understand how the relations between Sita and Rama are based upon the highest 
considerations of spiritual life and realisation and how every one of their actions was rooted in 
renunciation and self-sacrifice. Each was interested in helping the other and keeping up the 
others’ spirituality and renunciation and Brahmacharya and each jealously guarded the others 
virtue from being tarnished by any act or word inconsistent with the high spiritual purpose of 
life, which they always kept in view. This is the highest test of pure love or Bhakti as Narada 
notes in his sutra:- “Tea Tey aq haraa. In all other cases or relation between man and 
woman there is not that virtue which makes one more interested not in one’s own enjoyment or 
welfare but in the good of the other. Thus the relation between Rama and Sita is only another 
example of highest Bhakti or Pure Love similar to the relation between Sri Krishna and the 
Gopis which Narada speaks about in this sutra. Sita herself says in II.115.2- 6 that she knew that 


the husband of a woman is her guru and that Rama was ‘fart Fea:” and his love was only just like 
that of a father or mother:- ‘Taft ¢ HaTSTAATy ae arat: ofdtte: aay wag wat WA set 


Page 57 of 120 


qeateiat steerquader: aerate wer wae fe Gaal qorscrea: arpater: fades: feerrartt 
eratcar BIGGS faqatera: | (STTHTaT — man of sympathetic understanding) “al oft add WA: 
ACMA Aa: AAT FONTS add AHEsTea TAY FI Tae: Arad ade 
at AMA sd eH fact VI.117.12 where Sita is described as ad cad and Aqutbarad which 


shows that she looked upon her Lord as God and her love was that of the nature of Bhakti. In the 
last two slokas Sita also says that Rama looked upon all women only as mother and that he loved 
and served all women as he loved and served his own mother Kausalya and this he did without 
any egoism because he is a Dharmavit. This gives the real clue to Rama’s treatment of Sita even 
after his victory over Ravana. Sita’s Agnipravesha is a direct result of this inter-relationship 
between Rama and Sita. It was not without a pang that Rama had to put up with this terrible 
ordeal. He knew that Sita was innocent and pure and therefore, that he could take her back 
without any such severe test but he was prompted only by his love for Sita. He was jealous of her 
good name and reputation. He knew that the uncultured masses may misunderstand her and 
doubt her virtue and might possibly scandalize her. Even his uncultured friends and helpers, the 
monkey-tribes who had not such high ideas of morality (vide Sugriva’s taking Vali’s wife and 
Vali taking Sugriva’s wife) would have most probably thought that the relation between Rama 
and Sita was the same as prevailing between the sexes in their own society. He wanted to save 
Sita from such bad reputation and so he pretended to be a little cruel and pretended to make 
harsh statements about the possibility of her having been ravished by Ravana. In doing this he 
did not express his own real opinion but only expressed the opinion as others would have 
expressed. He knew that Sita would take the hint. As it happened Sita actually took the hint and 
wanted to save Rama’s reputation by proving her innocence and purity of character publicly in 
the presence of all. She did not speak a word against Rama but only asked Lakshmana to prepare 
a fire, for that was one of the tests made use of in ancient days to prove ones’ innocence. It was 
not in a spirit of committing suicide and not in a spirit of frustration not at the wish or command 
of Rama that she was prepared to enter the fire. She did it of her own accord as a highest act of 
her love for her Lord, so that he may not be scandalized for having taken her back after having 
been in the company of Ravana for over a year. She wanted that Rama’s subjects should not have 
a bad example to follow. Therefore, she volunteered, to prove her innocence by the usual method 


current in those days. That method was prevalent even in other parts of the globe and was called 
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— ‘the trial by ordeal’ and there are also other methods like the ‘trial by combat’ to prove one’s 
innocence, such as the ‘dual’ prevailing in France. Agnipravesha need not be taken literally. The 
readiness to enter the fire was the real test and when one enters the fire, it was only something 
like walking across the fire. Rama had to do his duty as a guru or a father would have done to 
make Sita also feel repentant for the wrong she had committed in her treatment of Lakshmana, 
which was quite unbecoming and would have required the highest punishment, had it not been 
for the love that prompted it. So, at one shot Sita proved her own innocence, saved Rama's 
reputation and showed her repentance for the wrong that she did to Lakshmana. That Sita was 
conscious that all her troubles were of her own making and that nobody else is responsible is 


seen from her words in VI.116.39-44 in reply to Hanuman’s words that he would punish all the 


Rakshasas who were guarding her and giving trouble: “araaaraan qa ganar a ada 
ad tapdarysad weet 7 crated Aigt 7 ue woMed outer uote aaar 
Usage, AaTARAAIUT:!1 She must have had in mind, when she uttered these words, the quite 


unmerited harsh words she had used against Lakshmana and she must have realized that if only 
she had behaved at that time properly with Lakshmana no Ravana would have been able to 
abduct her and therefore, the cause of all her troubles and of the destruction of so many souls 
could only be attributed to this one folly and error on her part. It was to make amends, as it were, 
that in the presence of all she wanted Lakshmana himself to light the fire. She, however, was 
strong enough to publicly declare that she was sorry that even her husband should look upon her 


only as any other ordinary man would look upon any ordinary woman. Vide VI.119.5-16 note 
the words: “Wipd: Wepdita aya APM SAaas YLeHAH, HA Ad TI Fda aE TF Ue 
wa after a ad YSd: hdH il The whole talk of Sita is meant to make the crowd surrounded 


her, understand from her own words that her relations with Rama had nothing to do with sex and 
it was based upon pure, unsullied love and that it should not be misunderstood for the sexual 
relations between ordinary man and woman. To show her respect to her husband even after 
hearing these harsh words and to show that his harsh words did not in the least detract from her 
devotion and love towards him. She goes to Rama and does a Pradakshinam to him and then 
only she calls upon the gods to prove and declare her innocence and her appeal to the gods was 
based upon her devotion to her lord vide Sl. 24-26. Even in that appeal she calls Rama as 


ae’ thereby showing that she was fully confident of the high and pure motive of 
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Lokasangraha that prompted Rama. SI. 29 says that she entered the fire with a clear conscience 
and with an unattached mind: - ‘fader aed ditt FESR! this line, if properly 


understood would show us what the actual fire she entered into could have been. It was a fire lit 
by a repentant conscience which was free from all selfish motives. The external fire was only 
symbolic of the internal fire of spirituality in which she burnt away all her sins which were based 
upon her attachment to Rama. Deprived of all mythological coloring Sita’s entering into the fire 
is symbolic of her being purified of all her sex-consciousness. When she remembered that all the 
troubles that she had were due to a slight trace of the sex-consciousness which remained in her, 
concealed from her own notice and when she found out that it was responsible in making her use 
unspiritual words to Lakshmana. She was purified in the fire of her own repentance; she came 
out more resplendent than ever in her spiritual purity and glory. She felt sorry for that little 
womanishness that led to all this trouble and with a great struggle she burnt out or sacrificed 
even this little trace of body consciousness and henceforward she determined to have her 
relations with Rama as a relation of the pure Jivatma to Paramatma. The description given in the 
poem is only a poetic description of this fact of repentance and self-purification clothed in the 
language of mythology. That was really purified by the fire of her own inner spirituality is clear 
from the remark of Rama himself after the event. In VI.121.7:- “saat fearrenett Terar tat 


awe Waot aftada denfta wetefets 7 fe aes gern Taras fF Afaett vetaqaearcad 
dicarafafsraiai This lady is protected by her own inner spirituality and purity, surely, a 


woman who could protect herself thus could not have been seduced by Ravana. This wicked man 
would not have been able to touch her even with his mind as he would have been burnt in that 
fire’. So Rama says that he knew of her purity even before and of her selfless devotion to 
himself. That he made her undergo this trial is to make her purity and glory known to the world, 
vide 15 and 16. It would be setting a bad example to society if he had taken back Sita without 


thus proclaiming her purity by such a test: daria fe + SICUIE CRIES Ay aerar: at 
Ta WAL aaReratst:| sft aed ar det wrachinfagter aaeeccar wet afer 
URatrercaareoes Ate Sra Were 7 cart wat Geadas sted at deat 
Wfaaredt emaqqil That Valmiki himself was convinced that Rama’s action in thus publicly 


putting Sita’s purity to the test is prompted by his spirit of tyaga and that it was done for her own 
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spiritual welfare through self-repentance and purification is shown by the statement he puts in 


the mouth of Dasaratha in VI.122.34. Dasharatha is made to appear on the scene from heaven 


and to bless the couple after Sita’s Agnipravesha. In this Sloka Dasaratha tels her: - “HAM FT gq 


acet AeA Uf waur wafegeret paat fédfiori “Don’t get angry, O Vaidehi, with 
Rama. He has done all this only for your own purification and in your own interest as well as in 
the interest of the welfare of the whole world. He did it only in a spirit of renunciation and self- 
sacrifice and in the interest of the world understanding this renunciation and self-sacrifice as the 
ideal of life to be practised even in the relations between husband and wife”. So, we understand 
how this one act is another example of Rama’s spirit of Tyaga and of his desire for the service of 


the world or HUST. Thus Rama proclaimed to the world the ideal of Renunciation and 


Service; renunciation so far as himself is concerned and Servcie in so far as his relations with 
society are concerned. These are the two national ideals of India as pointed by Swami 
Vivekananda. Similarly Sita also entered the fire only, prompted by the spirit of renunciation and 
service in the interests of her Lord and for the welfare of his subjects. 

In the Uttarakanda we find another scene in which Rama is described as having ordered 
Lakshmana to leave Sita in the forest while she was pregnant. As we have already seen the 
Uttarakanada may not have been part of the orignal Ramayana and might possibly have been a 
later production from the pen of a different author who lived in a different age and under 
different conditions of social life. We have seen also that this period of the re-editing of the 
origial work may have taken place after the Buddhistic insistence on renunciation and sannyasa 
had become a menace to social life and spirituality. In that particular period of Indian history we 
find, therefore, in all Hindu religious books a glorification of Garhasthya as superior to 
Sannyasa. It is an echo of this that we find in the words of Bharata which we have already noted 
above where he pleads that Garhasthya is superior to Sannyasa. This idea is repeated in Manu 
and other Smritikaras of this later period and even in the Mahabharata — the ideal set by the 
Rama’s and Sita’s spirit of renunciation might have been quite consistent with this spirit of this 
age when the Ramayana was re-edited and therefore, suitable amendments must have been made 
to make it consistent with the ideal of Garhasthya. This might have been the reason why the later 
editor thought it fit to make even Sita pregnant and given her two children, Lava and Kusha can 


be clearly seen to be two words got by the splitting of the word ‘RMAF , a ministrel and the two 
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ministrels whom Valmiki might have taught his poem was easily converted by the later editor 
into two sons of Rama named Kusha and Lava. This would help in giving the poem a dramatic 
setting and thus improve his poetical value also. Valmiki had many children in his Ashrama (vide 


VII.49.1-2; Hffeltt) and he might have taught these children. When Sita is described as having 


been left in Valmiki’s Ashrama and Kusha and Lava are described as Rama’s children. Sita must 
naturally be described as have been pregnant, when she was left at Valmiki’s Ashrama, as 
otherwise it would reflect upon the ideal of chastity which the writers of the age praised very 
much. Therefore, it was only natural that Sita should be conidered as pregnant at the time when 
she was abandoned by Rama. The whole story thus seems to be only a subsequent invention to 
prop up the ideas of the age. A spirit of renunciation of Rama and Sita is given a different 
coloring to suit the spirit of the age. It would seem from the reading of the first six chapters in 
the original Ramayana he never thought of any children for Rama and Sita. For, we do not find 
any description of it in the first six books. If we properly understand the spirit of Tyaga which 
prompted Rama and Sita in their relations with each other and this spiriutal background of their 
relations, it would seem more probable that they would have lived without any children at all. 
The whole story of the Uttara Ramayana therefore, is inconsitent with the whole of Rama’s life 
as we understand it from the first six Kandas. To those, therefore, who consider the Uttarakanda 
as only a later production this story of Rama abandoning Sita while she was pregnanat does not 
in the least detract from the glory of the real Rama and Sita. If at all we have to consider 
Uttarakanda also as part of the original Adikavya, we have to understand it in a way consistent 
with the real spirit of renunciation and self-sacrifice of Rama and Sita as described in the major 
part of Ramayana, viz. the first six kandas. If we try to understand it in this spirit, we may have 


to understand the story of HAIR in a sense different from the ordinary. The whole story 


must be understood as only another illustration of the high spirit of renunciation and self- 
sacrifice of the couple. In the 42nd Chapter, we find Rama being described as being very much 
pleased with the virtues of Sita as a wife. Surely the virtues of the wife of a man of renunciation 
which the husband could appreciate could not be inconsistent with his ideal of renunciation and 
Brahmacharya. He could not have been satisfied with a wife who would have insisted upon her 
husband yielding her body for sexual enjoyment. Such a wife would not have been a 


‘cesta as she would have only dragged him down to the mean enjoyments of the flesh 
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from the supreme heights of renunciation which he praised above all others. As a Ramakrishna 
would appreciate his aeatarhott only because of her own spirit of renunciation and freedom 
from the cravings of the flesh and of her own sex, so a Rama also could appreciate his wife only 
on the same grounds of spirituality, renunciation and self-sacrifice. It is only thus that a wife 


deserves to be callled a Uet as even Panini notes in his sutra: Teta aaaarmi, we therefore, 
see in S1.29 of that Chapter:- “gSeaT q Waa: Tel HOM TAs vert ay rey arfeatct 
SICCICH Seeing his Ueit and her various virtues Rama was very much pleased and exclaimed 
“Fine, fine” (or good, good). Here the words Uell is suggestive of the ideas of spirituality as 
mentioned above. Similarly “Aa” also expresses these spiritual virtues. The words “Aley Arey’ 


also would be meaningless, otherwise. In S1.31 Rama specially says that she has been quite 
unlike an ordinary wife and that she has been behaving towards him more as a daughter and 
disciple than as a wife and therefore, she has been helpful to him in keeping up his renunciation 
and spiritual life as she did not draw him down to worldly life as an ordinary wife would have 
done. And in recognition of this he offers to give her some boon which would suit her heart’s 
desire:- “Seo Feet ast 7 aauterd: fafteate ante are: fer feeaat agi There is every 
likelihood of this sloka being misunderstood by the ordinary people as meaning that Rama was 


speaking about Vaidehi’s being pregnant. The word 34 may lend color to the latter view but 
the word 31 is here used only in its etymological sense or metaphorical sense. The word 
‘aU’ means according to Nirukta “one who enables another not to fall down” which means 
‘who helps spiritually’ Wact HTT (Yaaska asks) ‘AMA Uddiftl In this sense the sloka would 
mean “O Vaidehi in you I have really gained a 3U€ (i.e. one who would not draw me down to 
worldly life) ‘87a’ may also suggest the quality of not being a Ufd. According to this suggestion 


of the word, Rama would seem to tell her in this sloka that in his relations with Sita he has not 
been like an ordinary pati, who gives sexual satisfaction to the wife and so she has been denied 
the privilege of that enjoyment. As compensation for this, Rama asks her to choose some boons 
which would give her satisfaction. Sita was very much satisfied with this recognition from her 
divine Lord and choose the only boon which was consistent with the spiritual ideals of the 


couple. She requested Rama to give an opportunity to live a more intense spiritual life in the 
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spiritual atmosphere of the Ashramas and at the feet of great spiritual gurus who do not have any 


personal or social relationship with her. $1.32 and 33: aaraaitt quart getrortet WaT WET 
aofasrat MOTTA ST Teena aa Wey ated this passage makes it clear that her 


desire was to completely renounce the world and to embrace Sannyasa. This desire on the part of 
a queen like Sita is really meant only to set an example to all the women in the world that in the 
last stage of their life they should be prepared to devote their whole life to spiritual realization 
after getting out of all entanglements in the duties and responsibilities of family life. As Dr. 
Radhakrishnan puts it, “the last stage of life must be walked in single file’. Rama readily grants 
her request as in his eyes there was no difference between man and woman and every individual 
has the right to embrace sannyasa. He, however, takes care to give the proper spiritual 
atmosphere and the company of several other spiritual-minded ladies who have similarly 
embraced sannyasa. There was such an institution on the banks of the Ganges, a nunnery as it 
were, conducted by the venerable old sage Valmiki who was a friend of his father. Rama, in 
doing this only gives Sita the same right and privilege which he himself liked to have. The 
probability is that Sita chose this boon only to give Rama complete freedom and thus evinced 
once more her extreme spirit of self-sacrifice in the interest of her lord’s spiritual life. Similarly 
Rama also, in readily agreeing to this separation only showed his extreme detachment and self- 
sacrifice for the spiritual welfare of his wife. Seen in this light the “AtaTaRea’ becomes a 
crowning glory of the spiritual life of the couple and thus forms an example for all people to 
follow. That Sita actually lived the life of a sannyasini is seen in the statement that Sita was 
wearing ochre robes at the time of meeting Rama before her exit from the world, vide 


VIL97.14:- ‘Gta area aferfti, that she has been doing ‘tapas’ all the while is clear from VII. 


98.14 where she is described as having deserved the highest sate because of her attaining the 


highest purity through the strength of her Tapas “caclaat aut Geld! c.f also Raghuvamsa:- ASS 
area hfacete: et Wad: afte afasti I shall attempt to do tapas fixing my eyes on the sun 


(i.e. God) after the child’s birth. That Rama was benefitted by her absence from his home and did 
not care to have any other wife is declared in VII.99.8:- “T Gtarar: Wat arat at & Wat: |. 


This shows how Rama took advantage of Sita’s desire to enter Valmiki’s nunnery, to 


remain a sannyasin himself. The story of his Mahaprasthana is only a poetic description of his 
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renouncing the world and becoming a sannyasin. His renunciation is Sita is followed by his 
renunciation of Laxmana also vide VII.106.13:- “faastta wat att a yest faut: carat gat 
ar faféat: aeat ¢ saa aq! “IT renounce you, O Soumitri. Let there be no lapse from Dharma. 


Renunciation or death is same to Sadhus”. After Lakshmana’s departure Rama calls Vasishtha 
and all other mantris of court and tells them that he is also going to the forest following the 


footsteps of Lakshmana. Chapter106. 2 and 3: “areareae aaaaard Tee cenoty Tat TA, 


vide also the description of Rama getting out of his country in a formal manner, Vashishta 


performing the rituals and Rama repeating the Upanishads and doing japam of mantras such as:- 


He TENA; 7.109.3-5: “cet aaseistedt ad Pragtwasar fattest arerreentaafate aa: 
FETs Ta Ut HA Tela Ulta vases yaaa sahaq fataq Res: 
Rega: oft Fstra yer eta sarAZArtil The glorious Vashishtha performed the last 


rites of Grihastha’s life according to the injunctions of the scriptures and freed him from all 
further worldly obligations. Then he put on new clothes and repeated the upanishidic mantras 
and went out of the Grihasthashrama into the streets shining like a sun giving up all pleasures 


and all worldly duties and not even caring to enter into any further conversation with others”. 


This is surely a description of Rama’s Sannyasa. The chapter closes with the description 
how all his subjects also followed in his footsteps. It does not mean they actually followed him 
where he went. They followed the same line of spiritual practice as exemplified in the life of 
Rama. It means that all followed spiritual life, vide sl. 22 “WHAYAdT:1. Thus looked at from proper 
standpoint and free from all poetic coloring and exaggerations the ‘GtaaRr’’ episode forms 
only one act the great drama of Rama’s adagureant, After having lived a life of complete self- 
sacrifice and service in his grihasthashrama and setting an example to all grihasthas by practicing 
STAI (or mental tyaga) he sets an example like Yajnavalkya as to how towards the latter 
end of the life, a grihashta should give up all hearth and home even externally also by entering 
the fourth order of Sannyasa. It was a voluntary act done in the interest of CIC TSESES The story 
of MAMAS as having forced Rama to give up Sita seems either to be an after-thought or at best 


it was only a pretence made use of by Rama, as the Tilaka commentary points out. As the 43 


Sarga points out Rama seems to have deliberately planned to make his friends express to him the 
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scandal that was being circulated among the masses. It is immediately after Sita had made known 
her desire to go and see the ashramas on the banks of the Ganges and to have the pleasure of 
sitting at the feet of the great Rishis and serving them that he meets some of his friends and 
chums. It was on the occasion of fun and frolic and in the midst of cracking jokes and making 
fun of each other that the story of the scandal is introduced vide S. 1 which speaks of these 
friends as @3AMT: (humorists) and SI.3 speaks of their talk as “OReraeaateaet:|. Even these 


friends did not talk even in fun anything about the scandal of their own accord. In the midst of 
the talk Rama pokes them repeatedly and asks them pointedly what people say about his 
relations with Sita; vide SI.4 and 5, When they freely gave the true opinion that all the subjects 
were satisfied and they were happy and only talked highly of him. Rama still pokes them to tell 
everything without concealing anything whether it is good or bad. It is only when they were thus 
repeatedly poked that one of his humorous friends made the remark, of course in humor, that 
there was a scandal going round about his inordinate attachment to Sita and of his enjoying her 


company and that people were saying that they would also follow in Rama’s example in this 
respect, vide S119: “srerraaft any cert sfasat ser fe ped WT Var aad If at all 


there was any accusation meant, that accusation could have been directed by his humorous 
friends only against his still continuing a garhasthya life even at the fag end of his life. Strict 
rules of Dharma required a grihastha to give up his hearth and home and enter Sannyasa 


ashrama. How it is that Rama still continues to be grihastha without following the rules of ere? 


which he praised so much? How is it that he is setting a bad example to his subjects? Does it 
befit him to lead his subjects astray? Such seems to be the purport of the friends’ remarks as 
Rama would have understood it, for there could be no question of doubt about Sita’s purity as it 
was, once and for all proved by her ‘Agnipravesha’. It would be foolish to think that Rama took 
a vulgar scandal to heart so seriously as to give up his wife and cast here away so 
unceremoniously into the forest without any sort of provocation from her and that too when she 
is pregnant. No doubt, ordinarily, this anecdote is taken to illustrate Rama’s anxiety for the 
welfare of his subjects but the same purpose could be served by our understanding it in a more 
rational manner consistent with Rama’s character as a great Tyagi and a servant of humanity 
Verse 21 speaks of Rama as only pretending to be affected by this humorous remarks of one of 


his friends which was not meant seriously at all but Rama had already made up his mind about 
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entering the fourth ashrama and he only takes advantage of this remark to justify his action of 
forsaking Sita before the public. So he pretended to be affected. Note the word TATA in 
S1.21, which means “as though he was extremely affected’ which means that Rama was not 
really affected. That Rama was waiting for only an opportunity for a justification and that it was 


deliberately manured by him is clear from Sloka 35 of the ao Chapter:- cadft a uftart 
THonfeasndon fren va def at weaeTseaA| “Thou shalt go certainly tomorrow. You 
need not be anxious about it”. Thus promised Rama to whom no action was difficult and who 
could never be forced to do anything against his will. Note the words f@@eM Wal. In explaining 


this, Tilaka points out that Rama used these words to reassure Sita who might have doubted how 
Rama could force himself to send his queen to the forest and agree to a separation. Rama assured 
her that she need not be anxious, that he would manage everything smoothly so that Sita’s desire 
could be carried out without making it appear abnormal in the eyes of the people. From this we 
can understand how he deliberately manured himself into a situation which people could 
understand. That Rama’s real motive was ‘a4’ and HRASIC We all admit, but the ‘3TdTc’ 
that he was supposed to be afraid of was not the scandal with regard to Sita’s purity but what 
people might think about his continuing to be a grihastha and not being able to embrace 
Sannyasharama even after such a long period of garhasthaya. Kirti (ifr) which Rama seems to 
praise so much is not “name and fame” as modem man understands but it is a reputation that 
man gets for his virtuous life and is based upon practice of Dharma and it is a reputation that he 


himself does not crave for. So, when Rama speaks of tft and fear from MVATMaTE and so on, 
one should not misunderstand him, vide Chapter 45.S1.14:- “chtetet gq Faeyr wast 
reread wad Tat GAM a YeesH sraewaratd: fer GastAHsAT He here makes 
it clear that he is prepared to give up not only Sita but even his own brothers and even his own 


worldly life for the sake of Aid? as all great souls have done. With these words Rama asks 
Lakshmana to take Sita and leave her beyond his jurisdiction, vide 17:- fasaret UAT Note the 
suggestion of the word ‘agar’. The word fa8a means the ‘Kingdom’ as well as ‘the objects and 
pleasures of the senses’. There is, therefore, a pun on the word ‘fa3a’. While therefore, 


obviously the surface meaning of the words is to leave her beyond his dominions, the suggestive 
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meaning is to leave her beyond all pleasures of the sense, that is give her an opportunity of a life 
of AFA or renunciation and for that, no better place could be thought of than the nunnery on the 
banks of the Ganges. The place was chosen because it would be free from the company of all 
relatives and friends who would otherwise distract Sita’s mind to worldly matters. Note the 
words ‘fast? ¢3t’ in S118, where the word fast is explained by Tilaka as free from all 
distractions from friends and relatives. It could not mean absolute solitude because Valmiki’s 
ashrama had plenty of other women who were ‘d€41’s and whose company she could have, vide 
S1.15 of Chapter 49:- ST sTAeAagt HW ageaeaofer festa: these are the words used by Valmiki 
when he welcomes Sita. The place was as good as a home but free from distractions vide the 
words in Sl. 17 of the same chapter: - “aa tayeqtes fase da AT Hers! All ashramas offer 
all advantages of a home so far as physical needs and social company is concerned but they are 
free from the distractions of friends and relatives who form obstacles to spiritual practices. It is 
such an ashrama to which Rama sends Sita and it is only in this sense that the word “fast” is 
used by Rama in SI.18 of the 45"" Chapter when he asked Lakshmana to take her beyond the 
fava. The reason given by Rama to Lakshmana is only her desire to stay in an ashrama. There is 
no reference to the scandal at all, vide S].23-24:- “SatsT ataat tar Hor aat Wa ae 
Wet seaar TATA RSSAT STAPL uaa Tara COR TSE COC Dr] which clearly shows Rama’s 
intention that it was his vow for Sita and his appreciation of her desire for a life of renunciation 
and spiritual practice that made him agree to her request so that her righteous desire may be 
satisfied. Lakshmana also mentions this as the only cause when he speaks about it to Sumantra 
and that is the only reason he speaks of even to Sita when he request her to go with him to the 
forest vide SI. 3 and 7 of 46" Sarga. Chapter 47 Sl. 11 and 12 says that Rama was anxious only 
about the reputation of Sita: - aed Geddes ca: ll Chapter 48:12 show that Sita was anxious 
only for the welfare of Rama:- ‘WaT FT Ua Got feat FT da fAAaW:Il That her feeling towards 
him is only that of Para Bhakti and that she is interested only in his welfare and reputation. S1.18 


and 19 of the 47" Chapter show how Lakshmana understood the situation: - “STAT TAT Feat 
wart Usa aad wt Hor wa gfe saat wat cf aa Hear alae. “Being 


devoted to your husband, meditate upon him in your heart with concentration and thus be 
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devoted to your spiritual practice without any other distraction under the guidance of the great 
rishi Valmiki. This will be of greatest spiritual benefit to you and lead you to realization”. This 
shows the real intentions of Rama as understood by Lakshmana. In SI. 13 -18 of 4g” Chapter 
Sita makes clear to Lakshmana that she properly understands Rama’s attitude as being based 
upon the highest Dharma, in setting an example to his subjects, and that as a wife it is her 
privilege to bring about the welfare of Rama and to save him from all bad reputation. This shows 
that each of the parties concerned — Rama, Lakshmana or Sita had no misunderstanding of the 
situation and that it is the impure minds of the subsequent readers that make them accuse Rama 
of cruelty in this matter. When Valmiki meets her, that great rishi also tells her that he has 
understood fully well the real purpose of her coming and that she had come there only in 


pursuance of her intense concentration on Dharma. Sl. 12 and 13 of 49" Chapter:-“otatedt “aTsfe 
faara Far ata da da wernt fafed Wa dcdaill Note the expression ‘eaarfeaat 
gard! and the word ‘tedd:l In Chapter 50 and 51, it is recorded on the authority of Sumantra 


who heard it from Dasaratha himself that the great rishis had already foretold that one day Rama 
will give up everything he held dear, including Sita and all the brothers, vide Sls. 11-12 of 
Chapter 50:- “afaratt ¢¢ war gaurarsht aera Weed aT Heldle: fagant fraeaq ca da 
afiet da wae wage area oaaet oat | oAed Fer 
“although Rama’s life will be one of crosses he will be full of bliss always. He is certain to 
separate himself from all his near and dear ones, including yourself, Sita, Bharata and 
Shatrughna. He will give up all these because he is a great Dharmatma. External apparent misery 
and real internal bliss is characteristic only of self-sacrifice and renunciation and the separation 
referred to could be only renunciation of the world when one enters the Sannyasa ashrama. Note 


the emphasis on the word ‘efateal’ which gives the clue that it is in pursuit of Dharma that he 


would separates himself from all his near and dear ones. This shows that Rishis had understood 
Rama long ago far better than the moderns understood him now, for it is only spiritual men that 
can really understand spiritual motives of actions of other spiritual men. Thus according to all 
spiritual people including the ancient Rishis who foresaw things and Valmiki who was actually a 
party in the episode as well as Rama, Sita and Lakshmana who were most connected with it. 
Rama’s action was prompted by the highest spirit of renunciation and in the interests of 


“Lokasangraha’’. The story of the earth opening and Sita disappearing into the earth seems only 
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to be a poetical description of her giving up her life in Samadhi and of her being buried as a 
Sannyasini instead of being cremated as a householder. Understood in this light, it is only 
another proof that Sita was staying in Valmiki’s ashrama only as a sannyasini. That women also 
could take to sannyas is admitted by several texts although in the later days it was not very much 
encouraged. Thus we see in Mahabharata XIII.123.8 a woman saint Shandili speaking to another 
woman Sumana how she attained all her glory and spirituality by only doing her duties as a wife 


and serving her husband without taking to sannyasa: - “@Té@ AISTAASAT ATS Tee TT 
Wet Ta oo Yat acqarta! I have not become divine by wearing “ATS” or valkala or by 
shaving my head or wearing “STeT’. In this attempt to show the equal sanctity of Pativrata's life at 


home to the life of a Sannyasini, there was a tacit admission that women used to become 
Sannyasinis in ancient although in later days there was a prohibition of it. The modern practice 
of enforced widowhood with shaven heads and strict discipline in matters of food and 
Brahmacharya is only reminiscent of the ancient practice of voluntary sannyasa even by women. 


The Mitakshara on Yajnavalkya Smriti [1.58 quotes a sutra of Bodhayana: ‘tAtot dz to the 
effect that according to certain acharyas even women could become Sannyasini in ancient times. 
Patanjali speaks of a ‘Rafter’ or Sannyasini called Shankaraaa. The Malavikagnimitra 1.14 
mentions Uftsat atfrcht as wearing the garb of a Sannyasini. Kadambari mentions queen 


Vitasavati as surrounded by Parivrajikaas or Sannyasinis. The Sushruta (medical treatise) 


mentions ‘Watfstal’ or a woman sannyasini as unfit for sexual connection. The Mahabharata 
speaks of the daughter of Kunigarga Subru who even refused to marry and devoted her whole 
life to Tapas, and of Srutaavati, daughter of Bharadwaja having done the same: -“Wtehte] gfear 
woorsafar aia searadh are fast Hart gerahott qosra arse fratdeftaqan and of the 
daughter of the rishi Shandilya also leading a spiritual life and doing tapas without entering into 
marriage:-‘SAT Teo fet HARTA art gar fet aat qafeear aaah aya stadt 
WT MST HEH Bar Yara Best Paar Terarhwth All these show that there is nothing 


abnormal in a spiritual woman like Sita remaining a life-long Brahmacharini and becoming a 
Sannyasini at the fag end of her life, however much the idea may appear abnormal to the modern 


generation; vide also example of Gargi of Brhadaranyaka. The story of Kusha and Lava as being 
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the sons of Rama and Sita is, as we have already noted, an afterthought. The later editor of the 
Ramayana seems to have lived under the patronage of one King Rishabha of Ayodhya. This is 
clear from the statement in S1.9 of the last Sarga of the Uttarakanda: - “sTarearsft at TI A 


aero Tet RIT WS We Faraquareatel Commenting on this Sloka, the Tilaka points out 


that it is only when Rishaba ascended the throne as the King of Ayodhya that the city was again 
populated. Till then from the date of Rama’s death it remained unpopulated as a desert; for a 
very large number of years. Though the Sloka apparently speaks of the future, commonsense 
tells us that the author who wrote it must have been one present at the court of the King and the 
Sloka must have been inserted to eulogise King Rishaba as scion of the royal family of the Surya 
Vamsha and to trace his descent somehow from Rama, the last King of Ayodhya. There were no 
connecting links between Rama and this King Rishaba and there was no tradition to help him out 
of the situation. Valmiki Ramayana or the Adikavya never mentions any sons of Rama, as is 
clear from the first six chapters and unless some sons are invented it would be difficult to 
connect the reigning King Rishaba with the Suryavamsha described in Ramayana. So the Kusha- 
Lava story was thought of to provide for the continuance of the royal line of Rama. There seems 
to be an inordinate desire to prove that Rama and Sita had sons as may be seen from the 
innumerable statements in the Uttarakanda, in all out-of-the-way places where we could least 
expect it and which even is not necessitated by the context, the editor wants eye-witnesses even 
of Sita’s pregnancy and of even her delivery. Thus he makes Shatrughna present in Valmiki’s 
ashrama just exactly at the time of their birth vide, VII 66.12. Before that he makes Brighu utter 
a curse on Vishnu that in his birth as Ramavatara he would be deprived of his wife and that his 
wife would give birth to two sons. He makes Valmiki himself give a certificate to this effect in 
96.18-19 and to vouchsafe for the truth of his statement on the basis of his tapas and ancestry. To 
make his certificate still more valuable he masks Rama crown the two boys as his successors, 
vide Chapter 107. The whole story of the coronation seems so unnatural. It was done on the same 
day on which Lakshmana was given up. Lakshmana was given up on the day when Kala and 


Durvasa came, vide S1.2-3 of the Chapter 107 where the coronation is described. Note word 4a 


in these two slokas, even then he never thinks of crowning his sons but want to make Bharata his 
successor to the throne of Ayodhya. But Bharata did not agree to the proposal but suggests that 


Kusha and Lava may be crowned. But note that when he makes the proposal, he never mentions 
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the fact that Kusha and Lava were Rama’s own sons, vide sl.7 - “sat aparctat WT staoa 


wafaail If Kusha and Lava were Rama’s sons they would have been his natural heirs and there 


would not have been any necessity for Rama of offering the Kingdom to Bharata and in fact 
against law and Rama would not have gone against law and Dharma to disinherit his own 
children and to give it to his brother who had already declined the throne many times before. The 
very fact of his having offered the throne to Bharata when he wanted to renounce the throne 
shows the probability is, Rama never considered Kusha and Lava to be his own sons as the 
natural heirs to the throne. The natural heirs were his own brothers at the time and Bharata being 
the senior-most was the natural heir to the throne. That could have been the only reason for 
Rama’s offering to hand over the throne of Ayodhya to his brother. The story again says that 
when Bharata refused the Kingdom of Ayodhya, Rama crowned the two minstrels. Vide 17 and 


20, where only the expression “h ateTa’ is used and they were enthroned not in Ayodhya. Kusha 
was given the throne of Kosala and Lava the kingdom of Uttara: - PRTAT mat CIECETU 
AMAA ear ASAT SUt WA: H2 tefat il SI. 19 and 20 says, Rama gave to them many gifts of 


innumerable chariots and horses and much wealth. All these description of making gifts to his 
sons would have been unnecessary if they had been his natural heirs, for they would have 
automatically come into possession of all these things, if they had been crowned as kings. It is 
also pointed out that Rama sent them away to their respective kingdoms immediately after their 
coronation. The Capital cities to which they were sent are named as Kushavali and Sraavasti. No 
mention is made of Ayodhya although Rama’s offer to Bharata was the throne of Ayodhya and 
Kushvati is specially mentioned to be near Vindhya Mountains which is so far away from the 
Ganges and Ayodhya.Vide S1.4-5 Sarga 108, which specially mentions that Ayodhya was bereft 
of all people. It seems strange that when all Rama’s well-wishers and relatives and subjects have 
followed him only these two were left and had not the heart to renounce the kingdom. No reason 
is made out why Ayodhya should remain a desert when Kusha and Lava are left in charge of the 
kingdom. Even the ritual connected with Mahaprasthana seems to have been done on the same 


day. The whole thing thus looks a little unnatural and to be cooked-up. It would seem on a 


perusal of the evidence (108.4-5) about coronation that such a thing was improbable and even if 


we take it that they were actually crowned it can be explained only as a case of adoption of the 
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two minstrels as successors to the throne when all legitimate heirs refused the same and this 
might have been done in appreciation of their talents and in return for their entertainment and 
most probably, King Rishabha, the patron of the editor—poet might have come to the throne of 
Ayodhya from Shravasti or Kushavati or he might have been descended from the kings of these 
two places through either of these parents and he might have re-built the ancient city of Ayodhya 
in a new style. This might be the germ of the story of Ayodhya being populated again. 
Incidentally, this will be saving Rama from becoming a Sannyasin to make the story more 


consistent with the ideals of the age. The mention of reciters of Ramayana as only apaiterat, 
Tada and wat in the 4"" Sarga of Balakanda shows that they were forest- dwellers and 
ascetics, well versed in music. This is corroborated by the expression ‘AUfEaAT’ also there. All 
these expressions would have been out of place if they had been only two little children. No 
doubt, we find an attempt made here also to speak of them as weary’ to emphasize the fact that 
they are sons of Kshatriya but this can be easily explained by the fact that they belong to the 
‘soota’(4al) caste of minstrels, which caste, according to Manu is a product of Kshatriya father 
and Brahmin mother, Manu X.11: — “afafeueetar ar Watt Wftt:! or it may even be 
explained as freshly introduced purposely to suit the editor’s object. But in this Chapter it would 
have been easy to speak of them as Taga’ instead of SUSIE if they were really Rama’s sons. 
They are, however, referred to as only so similar to Rama in appearance and so as to seem that 
they have been the sons of Rama himself. Note the word ‘Sq’; ‘farafeaterdt farat 
Waceratasat | (sl.11). There was no necessity for a description like this if they were his actual 


sons as it is nothing strange that the sons look like the father. It would rather seem that they were 
not the sons of Rama and hence the necessity for pointing out the similarity. At best it could be 
considered only as a cautious way of introducing the thin end of the wedge at the very beginning 
of the treatise to prepare the mind of the readers for the final story of the coronation in the final 


chapters. Similarly, we have seen how the word ‘eet’ in VII.42.31 may be misunderstood 


as offering another evidence of Kusha —Lava’s parentage although the passage could be 


understood differently. Similarly, Sita’s statement that he was eTeMeatd ar in VII.51.24 at 


the time when she was taken to Valmiki’s ashrama need not be understood as meaning that she 


was pregnant at the time, as orthodox people understand. It may mean only a reference to her age 
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at the time, when she was beyond the age when menses occur (or menopause period). To 
consider her pregnant at such an old age after having been without a child for the major part of 


their life would be indecent. The editor, however, describes these two as only RAR > in 


VII.94.14. In the same chapter, he sees to be anxious to refer to the fact that the Ramayana 
actually begins with the Narada story in the first Chapter of Balakanda and that the boys recited 
Ramayana from the beginning of the first Chapter, SI. 16: — “Waratfed: qeert aaah ad: 


Tid wits aa ES BIC CIEE This seems to be only a deliberate attempt to make people 


understand the first twenty chapters as part of the original Ramayana. It is in these chapters that 
the idea of Rama being an avatara of Vishnu is introduced, which as we have seen is a post- 
Buddhistic conception. Perhaps as the story of Rama in Mahabharata shows, the whole of 
Balakanda story might have been absent in the original text, for we do not find the Balakanda 
mentioned in the Mahabharata. So, perhaps, this statement that the recitation by the boys at 
Rama’s court began with the first chapter of Balakanda might have been meant only to ensure 
the authority of Balakanda as being a product of Valmiki himself. This enumeration of the 
number of chapters in the 4" Chapter of Balakanda and its re-iteration in the 94" Chapter of the 
Uttarakanda seems to have been meant only for the same purpose, although as a matter of fact 
the number of chapters, as it obtains now does not tally with the number given in the text itself. 
The ‘Tilaka’ on Chapter 4 of Balakanda notes that the 500 chapters mentioned therein is covered 
by the first six kandas but the number of slokas includes the Uttarakanda also. But Kataka, 
another commentary, notes as pointed out by Tilaka, that the total number of slokas present is 
more than the twenty-four thousand mentioned in the 4 chapter and says that they must be 


Prakshipta (Sf@). This shows that even the orthodox commentators are forced to admit that 
there has been later tampering of the texts. The expression qatar fariftar in VII.94.2, about 


Ramayana also betrays consciousness of the later editor of the poem being written by the qarare. 


The fact of all the rishis mentioned in the Balakanda and Uttarakanda have been mentioned in 
the Rigveda also and the mention of Valmiki's father as Prachetas who was also one of the rishis 
of Rigveda where he is called ‘WeaTgia:’ shows the possibility of the original Ramayana story 
and the Adikavya being as old as the Vedas. The description of Rama asking the children about 


the authorship and authoritativeness of the Kavya also seems suspicious. Similarly, Valmiki’s 
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injunction to these children, that they should announce themselves as Valmiki’s shishyas if 


Rama were to ask about their parentage. In S1.13 of 93rd Chapter also gives rise to suspicious 


about the real parentage of Kusha and Lava: - “al @ Wala Alea: qatar fara (6.92 
27); “aie Geasq A aren: gat weft cent arat aresife fereat gat safes Note the 
expression: “aate fF ye ae TATA in sl.94.1 which shows that the author of this 


verse and the author of the poem were two different persons. Moreover, if the whole of the 
Ramayana beginning from the first chapter of the Balakanda had been actually recited before 
Rama during the Ashvamedha, there is no reason why mention of this should have been omitted 
in the Balakanda. But the Balakanda does not mention anything about the Asvamedha, either in 
the first chapter nor in the 4"" chapter. Moreover, if Rama had heard the first chapter and the 
fourth chapter on the first day of recitation there would have been no reason for Rama’s enquiry 
as to who the author of the poem was and what was the source of his information was or where 
Valmiki lived etc. in SI. 23 and 24 of the 94" chapter. Again in SI. 26 and 27 it is mentioned that 
the author was Bhargava. Who this Bhargava is, the commentators are at a loss to explain. It 
could not be Valmiki, because Valmiki has already announced himself Praachetas, son of 


Prachetas. How could the son of Prachetas be the son of Bhrigu also? Tilaka notes the difficulty. 
The sloka says: “afaas fe yetart welds Aeanqrearad da atau ques safes 
a WT TST AT AST yepate APT ASTI (Chapter 94.26 and 27). While in 
24 Valmiki is mentioned as the “hat; What is the inter-relation between this Bhargava and 


Valmiki? Are they one or are they two? The Tilaka tries to explain that the mention of Bhargava 
here is to show that Valmiki is equal to Bhargava as a poet. No such comparison is, however, 
understandable if we remember that Valmiki is the Adikavi and we cannot understand Valmiki 
himself comparing to a Bhargava who is altogether different to literature. So Bhargava must 
have been an earlier poet who is known to the author of this verse and who wanted to compare 
Valmiki to Bhrgava and the author of this passage might be Bhargava himself who wanted to 
show himself as equal in poetic power to the original Valmiki. All this difficulty arises and 
interpretations will be necessary if we accept Tilaka’s interpretation of the passage. Tilaka 
himself however notes that some others explain the passage differently. According to this, 


Bhargava refers to the same Valmiki and he is called Bhargava only because he was the brother 
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of Bhrigu, as Bhrigu also is said to be the son of Varuna, who is also called Prachetas. All this 
shows that Tilaka himself is satisfied with this interpretation although he shows himself fully 
conscious of the difficulty and dare to make an attempt to get over it. To us it would seem that 
this passage is only an unconscious and tacit admission of the fact of many additions being made 
in the original Ramayana of Valmiki, the son of Prachetas, by another ‘Valmiki’, son of Bhrigu, 
or vice versa. The Uttarakanda is considered as a separate kavya in itself by Brahma when he 
exhorts Rama to listen to the remaining part of the story, after Sita’s Samadhi, vide 98" sarga of 
the 7” kanda, where he gives a certificate to the kavya in Slokas 16 -22 and where he certifies 
that the author of the whole kavya is Valmiki. He says that he has heard this Adikavya along 
with the Devas long ago and that everything is true: “act Tesagct ero gaanted: ae afer 
HIPET Ht WAU AO SAL A HTT ANA Hea: A AOS Herds eA 
These slokas make us pause and think that if Brahma had heard of these things before, it could 
only mean that the original Kavya must have been sufficiently old and the Uttarakanda is a new 
Kavya added later on which is also certified by the later author as fit to be heard like the original 
Ramayana. The very fact of Rama hearing story of his own future life and to hear even of his 
death (symbolically Sitaparityaga may be considered to represent the renunciation of even vidya 
before the final stage of realization of Advaita or oneness with the highest Brahman or the 
Absolute) is so absurd from a commonsense standpoint and is conclusive proof enough to show 
at least the later chapters of the Uttarakanda must have been written only after Rama passed 
away. All the above remarks show that the Uttarakanda and many portions of Balakanda contain 
many additions and that the text of the original Adikavya of Valmiki must have been tampered 
with by later editor or editors. In the light of these facts we have every reason to believe that the 
Kusha-Lava story and of Sita’s pregnancy and of various other incidents mentioned in the Uttara 
Kanda which are inconsistent with the character of Rama as a tyagi and a realized man must be 
rejected as the fancies of later poets who could not appreciate Rama’s real glory of renunciation 
or who wanted to give their generation a different picture of Rama consistent with the ideal of 
their age and the needs of their generation and trace the genealogy of the several families of their 


royal patrons to the Rama of the Adikavya. 
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(4) Early Marriage: 

Some social reformers try to find fault with Rama for having married Sita before the age 
of puberty and this is on the ground of the arguments of the orthodox people who delight in 
opposing all attempts at social reform so far as the age of marriage is concerned by quoting 
Rama as an authority. These orthodox people rely upon some words of Sita in Aranayakanda 
47:3 — 10. They also quote some passage from Agnivashaya Ramayana, Padmapurana etc. in 
support of their contention. We are not concerned with these latter works, for, admittedly they 
are later productions and the true story of Rama and the most authoritative one is that of Valmiki 
in the Adikavya. So we are concerned only with the Aranyakanda passage of Valmiki Ramayana. 
In this passage Sita is said to have told Ravana her age at the time when he came for abduction in 
the guise of a Sadhu. SI. 4 and 5 read thus: —“Sffcat BIGSTaoT: seareaurr frdart adeaateat at 
WTSSAATT: PE RCL CICGE We Gat ware This passage shows that the proposal for 


coronation of Rama and the subsequent banishment to the forest took place after her twelve years 
stay in Ayodhya, after her marriage and it took place in the thirteenth year. Sl. 10 mentions that 
Rama was twenty five years of age at that time. “HA wat Teresa aaa TSA eral and Si. 11 


says: “Teter fe asifot wa waft Wad which shows that she was eighteen at the time. The 


orthodox people argue that if Rama was twenty five at the time and Sita was eighteen and if this 
had happened in the thirteenth year after marriage Sita could have been only five or six years old 
at the time of the marriage and Rama only twelve or thirteen. They thus argue that this could 
have been only an early marriage for both parties when both of them had not attained the age of 
puberty. Hence they argue that they have got the authority and sanctity of Rama’s marriage in 
favor of pre-puberty marriage. The passage in question on which, the orthodox people rely seems 
to be of questionable authority and does not tally with many other statements in the Valmiki 
Ramayana itself. Thus Dasharatha says in 1.20.2 that Rama was about little less than sixteen 


years at the time when Vishwamitra came to take him away: —“H4 atsar oat F wat wetacies: 
7 qearaaey uearfa! “Rama has not attained the age of sixteen yet; don’t think that he is fit 


to fight the Rakshas”. This clearly shows that Rama’s age could not have been twelve or thirteen 
at the time of marriage which took place at about the same time. Even the Agniveshya Ramayana 


and Padmpurana mention USaeza¥ fifteen years for Rama and six for Sita: “WA: Usd cat at 
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yeast Afra etc. Some people want to get over this difficulty by saying that +7 aSar 
ag may mean anything below sixteen and therefore, it may mean even twelve or thirteen and 


quoting in support a passage in the Aranyakanada where Maricha tries to dissuade Ravana from 
making a rash attempt of abducting Sita by pointing out what superhuman deeds of strength and 


valor Rama exhibited when he protected Vishwamitra’s sacrifice at the age of twelve: aer 
AMAN STHWAAT WHT: |. But Maricha says these words only, as the words of Dasaratha, at the 


time of Rama being taken by Vishwamitra. Either the one or the other statement should be 
wrong. The words of Maricha must be rejected, therefore, in the face of the actual words of 
Dasharatha in I.20.2 as there is no knowing how Maricha could have a more correct estimate 
than Dasharatha himself. So instead trying to understand Dasaratha’s words in terms of Maricha, 
it would be safer to understand Maricha’s words as consonant with Dasaratha’s. Therefore other 


commentators’ say that glearaqy in Maricha’s statement is a wrong reading and that should be 
read as S-aleaNSs and not Wel Beaas Sa vide Tilaka on these two passages. Therefore, 


there is a clear discrepancy between Sita’s words about the age of her husband and Dasaratha’s 
words. There is every likelihood that Dasaratha knew Rama’s age better than Sita as he had 
better means of direct knowledge and Sita’s could have been at best only from hearsay. There is 


one other passage II.20.45 where Kausalya says at the time of Rama’s going to the forest that she 


has been anxiously waiting for Rama’s coronation for the last seventeen years: -“G2Tatd 7 


SM Aa VTA Wear sms Weare AA F-wWaReTAT! from which date she calculates the 


seventeen years to the date of banishment to the forest is not clear. As the words stand, it would 
seem that Rama was seventeen years old from the date of birth at the time of banishment. If this 
were a fact and if Sita’s statement that she had already lived for twelve years after the marriage 
in Ayodhya were correct then Rama’s marriage should have taken place at 4 or 5 and if Sita’s 
statement that the difference between their age is seven years were correct then Sita would not 
have been born at all at the time of marriage. The commentators, therefore, want to get over the 


difficulty by saying that she calculated the seventeen years from the date of upanayanam and 


thus make the statement consistent with Dasaratha’s, vide Tilaka. But this seems too far-fetched, 


for there seems to be no reason why Kausalya should begin here anxiety at the time of 


upanayana. It would be far more intelligible if her anxiety started from the date of his attaining 
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maturity when he was fit to be crowned as Yuvaraja. If this interpretation is accepted, the 
passage would show that the attempt at coronation must have taken place when he was about 
thirty five years old. If Sita’s version about herself staying about twelve years in Ayodhya is true 
then Rama’s age at that time must have been about twenty-three and if Sita’s account of the 
difference in age between herself and Rama’s is true Sita would have been about sixteen. Thus if 
we understand Kausalya’s words intelligently, Rama and Sita would have been sufficiently 
grown up at the age of marriage and all the claims put forth by the orthodox falls to the ground. 
If Sita is to be acquitted of the charge of inaccuracy in her statement of her age, the passage in 


the Aranyakanda should have been: ‘aval UsadfAath:’ instead of “Usafagrn:’ and ‘asTfaar 
instead of ‘ST8Te2T’. In manuscripts also, by a slight adjustments of the strokes the letter ‘A’ could 
be converted into “@’ by joining the two strokes. So it is quite possible that in carless writing 
‘AST appeared as ‘fat’ and since this would suit the ideal of early marriage of the post- 
Buddhistic era ‘f431’ would have been taken by the orthodox people as the correct version and 
the necessary amendment must have been made in ‘3181f¢3T’ also. The only objection to this 


interpretation is that it does not agree with Dasaratha’s words in the Bala Kanda. But this can be 
easily understood when we remember that Dasaratha was highly perturbed at the request of 
Vishwamitra and wanted somehow to refuse the request of the Rishi to avoid parting with his 
son. It is far better to conceive that than an error is made by Dasaratha because of his attachment 
and under the pressure of the fear of separation from his son than to consider Kausalya and Sita 
as having both erred. Moreover, even if we accept Dasaratha’s words as true we have anyhow to 
find methods of adjustments with the words Sita and Kousalya. Soto us, it seems that the above 
adjustment is more consonant with the ideas of the pre-Buddhistic age when Rama and Sita lived 
and when the poem might have been written in the Adikavya in its original form. The reduction 
in the age might be attributed to the post-Buddhistic age when the poem was re-edited. 
Moreover, this will be found to be more consistent with Sita’s statement, about her marriage to 
Anasuya in Chapter 118:34- 44 of Ayodhya Kanda. In SI. 34 she says, that the father thought of 
her marriage when he had found her to be of marriageable age: <ofdaanrg erst qat ged ¢ Ft 


fat REO RCICE Gt feararanfeatat: i; which shows that she had attained the age of maturity 


as may be seen from the words oftanregert qq:|. S138 shows that the marriage was a 
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‘tqadq:’ and ‘Swayamvaras’ take place only in the case of a woman who is able to judge for 


herself as to whether the husband was suitable to her. As a way out of the difficulty of finding 


out a suitable husband even after she attained the age of puberty, Janaka had recourse to this plan 
of making here a Staayear: — area gfe ora feat Gerd tatat cara: aheatiet 
efq:1l It is also noted that many kings had come to gain her hand but all were unsuccessful in 


bending the bow. Many of those unsuccessful kings tried to gain her hand by force and long and 
bloody wars had to be waged by the old Janaka against the unsuccessful suitors. Janaka had to 
satisfy the gods to gain celestial weapons to meet these attacks, vide Sl. 21 -23 of Bala Kanda 66. 
Chapter 71 of Balakanada also shows how one King Shudhanva of Sankashya thus attacked him 
for gaining the hand of Sita and how he was conquered by Janaka and his Kingdom was handed 
over by Janaka to his own brother Kushadhwaja (Janaka’s). All these various wars with these 
various suitors one after another and Janaka’s tapas for gaining celestial weapons to meet the 
various attacks must have taken some time from the date of his daughter’s attaining the age of 
puberty. We, therefore, see in II.118.44 Sita telling Anusuya that Rama came there by accident to 


see the Yajna in the company of Vishwamitra after the passing of a very long time: “achrear a 
aI Weare Herafeftentaor feat Tat FF PATA: Note the word “qerheW’ which means 


not only “long” but “very long”. So it will not be far wrong, if for making room for such a long 
time to pass after fixing the plan for Swayamvara, we consider Sita’s age to have been sixteen at 


the time of her actual marriage, the age of puberty for girls being generally calculated to be 


twelve or thirteen as per the smrutis, Vide Apastambha and Yama: - ‘art q geal at tretor 


Gadd. According to Sushruta and other Ayurvedic granthas the usual age of puberty for girls is 


twelve. Thus we have an interval of four years between puberty and actual marriage for Janaka 
to carry on his fights and tapas. We thus see how these words of Sita in the Ayodhyakanda will 
be contradicted if she is taken to have been only six at the time of her marriage as per her words 
in Aranyakanda. We must therefore take these Aranya Kanda words to be incorrect and as a 


substitute for the correct reading ‘Wsafa3teh:’ and ‘3181fdar’. Moreover, it is something unnatural 


for Sita to have made all these remarks about her age and the age of Rama in such a context. It 
was quite uncalled for and it would have been inconsistent with her modesty to speak of these 


things to her ravisher, especially after she found out that the sannyasi was only a pretender, from 
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his words in the previous chapter. Therefore, it would be better if we consider in the interests of 
Sita’s purity and innocence that these words may be even interpolations as the whole thing is out 
of place and unsuited to the context and therefore, it is unsafe to build up an argument in favor 
of early marriage on such questionable authority. If we consider both Dasarahta and Kausalya to 
be correct by taking them at their words we have to understand that the age of marriage of Rama 
might have been fifteen years and his age at the time of banishment would have been seventeen 
years. In that case we have to say that Sita’s statement to Rama that she stayed twelve years in 
Dasaratha’s palace must be wrong, for there is not such a long interval between fifteen and 
seventeen. The interval would be only two instead of twelve. Thus we see, in attempting to 
reconcile the various statements the whole of Sita’s words to Ravana is quite un-called for in that 
particular context cannot be relied upon to fix the date of the marriage of Rama and Sita at the 
time of marriage. 

The historical facts show that even in later days when pre-puberty marriage was insisted 
upon by some smritikaras it was not considered applicable to Kshatriyas. Sanskrit poets and 
dramatists who belong to this later age depicted their heroines as grown up at the time of 
marriage. Thus in Harshacharita, Princess Rajyashri is described as quite grown up at the time of 
her marriage and the marriage was consummated on the very day of marriage. Even in Malati 
Madhava, Bhavabhuti describes his heroine as sufficiently grown-up as to have /ove-at-first-sight 


between her and Madhava. Bilhana in his Vikramankadevacharita describes the ‘fdaqv’ of 


Chandralekha who chose Virkramanka, the Chalukya King of Kalyana in the latter half of the 


eleventh century. Kalidasa gives the description of a similar ‘€@4av of Indumati in the 


Raghuvamsha. Sakuntala’s marriage in Sakuntala was clearly a marriage of grown-up persons. 
Another historic example was that of Prithiviraj with the daughter of Jayachandra, the king of 
Kanuj. Even in the Puranas and Mahabharata many of the marriages of Kshatriyas are described 
as Swayamvaras where the bride was sufficiently grown-up. Thus Damayanti chose her own 
husband Nala in a vast assembly of royal suitors. Similarly Draupadi chooses her husband in a 
Swayamvara. Savitri is reported to have gone about in a chariot to find out a suitable husband for 
herself. Arjuna’s marriage with Subhadra and Rukmini’s with Krishna were clearly post-puberty 
marriages, the parties had already fallen in love with each other. Kunti’s marriage with Pandu 
and Shantanu’s with Satyavati clearly took place when the bride was sufficiently grown up. 


Innumerable examples like these, even in the Puranas and Mahabharata show that there was no 
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such insistence on pre-puberty marriage in the case of Kshatriyas. We do not, therefore, see why 
there should have been a pre-puberty marriage in the case of only Rama and Sita. The social 
reformers would do well, therefore, to remember these other facts and to understand the passage 
in Ramayana consistently with the spirit of the age which does not go against post-puberty 
marriages against Kshatriyas. The Samskara prakasha expressly says that there is no prohibition 
against marrying a girl who has passed the age of puberty for Kshatriyas and others: 
Temetase wreaerahorst fire: + etarctat praey a4 aaa Even this prohibition in 
the case of Brahmanas did not exist in those days and exceptions were allowed. Thus Vasishta 
Dharma Sutras XVII.67-68, Manu [X.90, Bodhayana IV.1.13 allow a girl who attains puberty 
and whose father does not find a proper husband for three years after puberty to seek her 
husband by herself and Gautama XVIII.20 and Vishnu XXV.40 - 41 allow her to do this even 
after three months from puberty. Thus Manu 89 and 90 read thus: — “lH ATan fast Te Hea 


mad sft + dat vaesdq oetra afefed aAiftrastgeets Hat waqadt aft wed 7 
mI fast AEA UIA (cf Anushasana Parva Ate setter stata ... lt wae T sr 
wget tat waa aI Vasishtha Dharma Sutra VU. ‘pant wea Atfer aateqoettt wet 
favat avez: uff fea Santi Parva 224 records a Brahmin girl, Suvarchala, choosing her own 
husband Svetaketu. She is the daughter of Rishi Devala. Passage says ‘Uy defafetra:| The girl 


may be allowed to remain in the father’s house till the date of her death even though she had 
passed the age of puberty if she so likes but the father should on no account give her away in 
marriage to one who is devoid of virtue. The girl who has passed the age of puberty, if she is not 
given away to a proper husband for three years after the date may, is she likes choose her 
husband, for herself, according to her taste and inclinations. Yajnavalkya 1.64 allows 
Swayamvara to every girl when there is no parent or other guardian who can find out a worthy 
husband for her. We have already seen how Mahabharata records the case of the daughters of 
Rishis Bharadwaja, Shandilya and Kunigarga remained without marriage till their death. These 
shows there could not have been any enforced marriage before puberty at the time of 
Mahabharata even among the rishis. Again we see in the Grihyasutras that they prescribe a 
period of celibacy after marriage. Thus the Parashara Grihya I.8 prescribes that the married 
couple should not have intercourse for a year, twelve nights, six nights or three nights in the last 


resort. The same rule is found in Aswalayana Grihya Sutra I.8.10, Apastamba Grihya VIIL.8 — 9, 
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Shankhayanagrihya 1.17.5, Manavagrihya I.14.14, Kathaka Grihya XXX.1, Khadiragrihya 1.4.9 
etc.. “Aarat 7 feacarar aleantat fAwadAdd:!| Some of the Smritis also contain the same 


injunction. Such an injunction against the intercourse immediately after marriage would have 
been uncalled for if there is no possibility for it and it would have been extremely inappropriate 
if girls had been usually married when they were only eight to ten years old. The rule is 
understandable only if we pre-suppose the possibility of the practice of the post-puberty 
marriages at the time. The Brahma Purana specially explains that this injunction is applicable 


respectively to girls whose ages were 8, 12, 16 or 20 at the time of marriage, “faareaqeel Fel Hea 
amet aa ot Tageneeaners serena AAAI this shows the possibility of marriage of girls 


even at the age of twenty and above. Harsatta who belongs to the twelfth century A.D expressly 
says that even in his days, in certain countries intercourse was commenced immediately after 


marriage and that such a usage, though current, should not be followed as being opposed to 
Asvalayana 1.8.10 referred to above: “HUfeaty Ga: Tada gs aera fast sreanrahate 


yerador qTeadi| vide Haridatta on Asvalayana I.7.2. On this Narayana gives an example as to, in 
which country such practice obtained: - “tesa Wa WF aA Sil Again in most of the 
grihyasutras there is a right called agent i.e. the right on the fourth day of the marriage, 
which corresponds more or less to the “T#eI (Garbhadana) of later writers. As cohabitation is 


expressly mentioned in connection with this right performed on the fourth day of the marriage it 
follows that the girls must have been mature at the time of the marriage and the marriage must 
have been a Post-puberty marriage. 

Coming to the age of the Vedas itself we see there was no special rule about the age of 
marriage. Rigveda 1.24.7 and II.17.7 and I.117.7; Atharva Veda 1.17.1 all refer to grown-up girls. 
Rigveda I.117.7 specially says that one of the benevolent deeds of the Asvins is that they 
bestowed a husband on Ghosha (name of a woman rishi) who had grown old in her father’s 
house. Rigveda X.27.12 says a bride by herself seeks her friend (husband) from among men 
which shows that the girls must have been sufficiently grown up to select their own husbands. 

The general rule seems to have been that the parties must have finished their Vedic study 
before marriage and each Veda is supposed to have been studied for twelve years from the date 


of the Upanayana. If the Kshatriyas period of Upanayana is taken as eleven years as prescribed 
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by the Smritis, then twenty-three years is the lowest age-limit for Rama’s marriage. The 
uppermost limit for a girls’ Brahmacharya period being her puberty, according to Smritis, Sita 
must have been above puberty at the time of her marriage, these accords with our understanding 
of the age of their marriage on the basis of Kausalya’s words and of Sita’s statement to Anusuya, 


Ci. uftearrge4r ay’ etc. quoted above. Moreover, this would be quite consistent with the rules 
of Ayurveda Sastra, vide Sushruta Sharirasthana X.47 and 48: - “a7 WS ara tarot: 
uedeatt gered ya we aferer: a faved srat a a fet veg viteg a gdeifga: 
aera Wet 7 areal If a man impregnates a woman who has not reached the age 


of sixteen when he himself has not attained the age of twenty-five, the embryo perishes in the 
womb. If it is born, the baby will not live long and if it lives it will be a weakling. Therefore, 


society should not allow sexual connection between a girl below sixteen and a man below 


twenty-five. In the Sutrasthana, Sushruta says- “safest qat at Garant eat Tatar 


ar SIGICICE Hac faye an intelligent physician must therefore know that only when a man 


reaches twenty five and a woman sixteen that they are of productive capacity. These rules show 
that if Sita was sixteen and Rama twenty-three they would have been much nearer the scientific 
age of marriage as conceived by the Ayurvedic physicians. This does not mean, however, that 
there were not people in every county and every age who did not wait for the attainment of the 
scientific age for their marriage. Even in England it seems child-marriage were quite current 
between children of nine and ten and rarely between children of even two or three years even as 
late as three hundred years ago. Such marriage was current in all countries of Europe. Even in 
England the age limits for boys and girls were recognized by the Law only at fourteen and 
twelve respectively till 1929, when the lowest marriageable age for both was fixed at sixteen. 
There is, therefore, no reason to laugh at even the medieval Indian Smritikaras of the post- 
Buddhistic era who fixed the age of girls as seven or eight for marriages. 

In order to free Rama from the charge of early marriage, a few post-puberty marriage 
enthusiasts try to find out some passages in the Ramayana which seem to them as showing that 


Rama and Sita were having sexual connection immediately after marriage. They quote as 
authority Balakanda passage 77.14:- TAT afearerat ad eaiear Ye: ll But the passage need not 


and does not refer to any sexual intercourse at all. It would have been quite unbecoming of 
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Valmiki as a poet and as a rishi to write a sloka like this, if he actually meant sexual connection. 


The word %f8% means only ‘enjoyed’ or ‘they were pleased’ with the company of their husbands. 
S1.26 uses the words “WHET dita aet fase eq IAI which shows that they only played 


with each other and made fun of each other and thus enjoyed themselves for a long time. It is 
quite natural that a husband and wife should enjoy each other’s company, especially when the 


wife is a UfdaeT and the husband is an WhUetad. This need not necessarily involve loss of 


Brahmacharya, if the parties are spiritually conscious. As we saw, Rama and Sita were highly 
conscious of their spiritual interests and they were living a life of Zyaga and therefore, the 


passages should be interpreted in terms of their spiritual life. This is clear from the expression 


used in S130: - ‘aidta waaassftaraar fay: fear feerRaratai:il the simile shows that their 


relation was a divine relationship such as that between a god and a goddess. The expression 


‘stfdcaraal’ shows that Sita was above all lust and so Rama’s glory shone much brighter by her 


company because of her complete freedom from all lust or sexual desire. He would have been 
only an ordinary man and his glory would not have shone so brightly, if Sita had been only an 
ordinary woman interested in sexual indulgence. She would have dragged him down from his 
spiritual glory. On the other hand, the company of such a spiritual wife enabled him to keep up 
his Brahmacharya even in the company of a woman, in circumstances where an ordinary man 
and woman would have fallen prey to temptations. If any other meaning is given to the passage 
in Sl. 14 as is given by the social reformers, it may be sufficient to satisfy their own vanity as 
well as conscience but the true glory of Rama would suffer from the spiritual standpoint. The 


word “tT? is used in this innocent sense in many other places in the Ramayana itself where there 


is no possibility of understanding it in the sexual sense. 

In the interest of spirituality, therefore, we have to exclaim “Save us from our friends” or 
if the words are taken to be used in their sexual sense, we can only consider them as 
interpolations introduced by the post-Buddhistic editor along with other passages to glorify 


married life at the expense of Brahmacharya and Sannyasa. 
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(5) Rama’s treatment of Surpanakha: 

Another criticism about Rama is about his un-chivalrous treatment of Surpanakha. The 
criticism presupposes that it is an occurrence which took place in civilized society and under 
ordinary circumstances. The critic would have us believe that a man should not behave like that 
towards a woman under any circumstances, and that a woman is always to be respected. He 
forgets that even in civilized society of the twentieth century no such special consideration is 
given to woman as a woman in all circumstances and conditions. The criminal laws of to-day 
treat every woman as subject to same criminal laws as much as man and no especially lenient 
punishments are provided in the penal codes for the same crime. It is quite common in unsettled 
conditions of society as during a war that indiscriminate shooting and bombing take place of 
whole towns and villages irrespective of whether they are fortified places or not. It would be 
strange if a criticism is leveled against Rama for unchivalrous treatment by people who have the 
immoralities experienced and indecencies committed by the soldiers in the two world-wars of 
this century. Chivalry is a term which has no sexual significance at all and it only means a code 
of noble behaviors towards anybody man or woman who is placed in a more disadvantageous 
position than oneself. It is only because the woman is considered to be the weaker sex according 
to custom, that chivalrous conduct is expected towards a woman. Surely that kind of chivalrous 
conduct is not expected when the woman is a woman only in name and who is guilty of criminal 
behavior and who admittedly proves herself a menace to the good society and Dharma. Neither 
law nor morality can make a difference between a criminal and a-criminal and every custodian of 
law must mete out justice irrespective of caste, color or sex. If any judge is guilty of not 
administering justice properly on the ground of the sex of the delinquent, is not fit to be a judge. 
Much more so in the case of a spiritual man, whose one characteristic is ‘Samatva’, for Vedanta 
does not make any distinction between individuals on the ground of sex. What appears as crime 
to a legislator or judge from social standpoint is taken by the spiritual man only as a sin which 
prevents the sinner from realizing God. He looks at every individual only as an Atman 
struggling for perfection by freeing himself from the prison of Samsara. Every soul deserves his 
help and so he gives his loving service unstintingly. He is more concerned about the sinners’ 
own future and of his spiritual progress than with the effects of the sinner’s action on himself or 
society, whereas the legislator or a judge concerns himself only with the effects of his actions on 


society. No question of exemplary punishment even enters the mind of a spiritual man who deals 
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with the sinner as a teacher deals with his pupil or a parent with his child. The prime motive 
behind his actions is love and a desire to help and serve and to prevent the sinner from going 
wrong again. If we take into consideration the character of Rama as a highly spiritual personality 
on the one hand and as a Kshatriya on the other hand and if we know the character of 
Surpanakha and her conduct in this particular instance, we cannot expect Rama to have been 
motivated by any other feeling except love and justice and a desire to treat Surpanakha as fairly 
as possible. A man who could be fair to his opponent in the battle-field as Rama was, even to 
Ravana, cannot be accused of want of chivalry, when there was every opportunity and chance to 
kill Ravana, when the latter was deprived of his arms and his chariot. Rama was chivalrous 
enough not to take advantage of the situation and to tell Ravana to go and provide himself with 
fresh chariot and fresh arms he liked, so that the fight between the two might be fair. A man who 
could be so chivalrous to a dangerous foe like Ravana who had been guilty of the most heinous 
offence of ravishing innocent woman and who was guilty of even stealing away his own wife 
cannot be expected to be guilty of want of chivalry or fairness in his treatment of Surpanakha. 
We should not, therefore, prejudge the case against Rama without understanding all the facts of 
the case in relation to the particular context. 

Let us picture the scene as described by Valmiki. Rama had just finished his bath and 
performed his ablutions and was sitting in the company of Sita engaged in spiritual talks, when 
Surpanakha appears on the scene; vide SI.4 and 5 of III.17. Immediately she sees Rama, she falls 
in love with him and wants to possess him as her husband against all rules of decency and 
feminine modesty. She, therefore, questions him as to who he is and why he is there in the forest. 
Unsuspectingly, Rama treats her with the chivalry required towards a woman interviewer and 


speaks to her politely as is due to a woman interviewer, who he is and how he came to the forest, 
all in a gentlemanly way, vide Valmiki’s Sl. 15 and 16: - ‘Sa gTsrar AAAS ATTHA| amd 7 
fe wea aafeeft cad fastorsrers cat Sires Ti Rama began to narrate everything 
truly because his (Buddhi) mind was straightforward (Baa festa), At no time and under no 


circumstances could Rama appreciate untruth, much less when he is in this Ashrama, i.e. when 


he was observing religious discipline and that in (connection with or) relation to women: “7 fé 


qaataret wera wide A “You appear to be too beautiful to be a Rakshasi so it seems to 
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me” (sl.20). These verses show that Surpanakha must have put on appearance of an ordinary 


beautiful woman when she appeared before Rama. This was quite possible for her because she 


herself says that she was ‘preRAfu’ (vide S1.22) and she explains that she is the sister of 


Ravana, the King of Lanka. She then tries to woo Rama to marry her, but is a strange kind of 
wooing indeed. She shows her jealousy towards Sita and offers to eat up both Sita and 
Lakshamana. Rama could not believe his ears that such a beautiful woman could be a Rakshasi 


indeed. He takes it only as a joke and simply smiles at her words. Note the word ‘WeT@ in sl. 


30. He takes her only to be jealous because she is love-smitten. So he takes pity upon her and 
does not take her at her word and speaks to her in all frankness and transparent sincerity and 


honesty and with a kind smile on his lips: “dd: ycorat WA: AMAUMaUT Ta LAHAT VRVTAT 
ara forage aerate (Sarga XVIII.S1.1). This shows that Rama was not in the least inclined to 


be cruel to her or punish her and that he was very considerate towards her. He, therefore, tells her 
that her offer to eat up his first wife was indeed a frightful offer and therefore, that he was very 
much afraid of having such a second wife. Since his first wife was very dear to him and it would 
be always a source of terror to his first wife, who was only a human female and to have such a 
co-wife would be a source of misery to his first wife. So in the interest of his first wife who was 


after all a human being who is very dear to him he rejects Surpanakha’s hand and requests her to 


go to his brother and woo him, vide sls. 2 — 4:- “paentsfer waft add afar wa caer T 
A Hg F Aaa seaT A ya afterad sryet sata arelft wer: fraeshtsqeca TF 
wae aseat wt oot fearon salt wreat a... shapcera aero arr artarrgeti 


as ordinarily understood, these lines mean, “I have a wife and I love her dearly. To women like 
you it will be intolerable to be a co-wife. Lakshmana, my brother is a soul of propriety, he is 
handsome and in the prime of youth and is a famous warrior. I would suggest that you prefer 
your suit to him as he is not married and as, therefore, no previous wife and hence in need of 
one. He would be a fit husband and will be a match for you in beauty”. This will be the meaning 
if the words are understood as ordinary people understand but such an interpretation would be 
detrimental to the character of Rama as described by Valmiki throughout the book. To say that 


he is Ade a married man and Lakshmana is an AehdelX, an unmarried man would be untrue, 
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since Lakshmana was already married. Similarly aod would be untrue if it is taken as meaning 
that he had no previous wife. Some commentators, therefore, want to get out of the difficulty by 
explaining Acahdelx as “one who has not taken his wife with him”. They also interpret the word 
amt as meaning that “he has been for a long time a stranger to the company and pleasures of 
woman’. They take ‘water aeff’ as meaning “he is sorely in need of a wife’. All these 


interpretations would cast an unnecessary slur on Lakshmana, at the same time make Rama a 
liar. All this would be also inconsistent with the context, for Rama was at that time sitting in the 
company of his wife and such talk about his own brother would not have been decent. To get 


over these difficulties some commentators say that Rama uttered these false words only in fun 


and they point out that a lie is not sinful if it is uttered in fun and they quote as authority: - “T 


wig oot feafet + tty wary a fdarcaret woread aderoert USAT AAS vide 
Anushasanika Parva 82.16; cf. also Manu VIII.110 and Santi Parva 109. No doubt the smritis 
and the Puranas speak of these five exceptions but that is only fit for ordinary persons and not for 
spiritual giants like Rama who has to set an example to others. These exceptions are only meant 
to be resorted to in very exceptional circumstances and in higher interests of the other party. The 
context here is not one which necessitates or justifies any light talk or fun and Rama himself 


takes Lakshmana to task for joking under such tragic circumstances, vide S.19: prt 
cafes uRera: HAST FT Hr One should on no account crack jokes with uncultured and 


cruel people”. When such is the opinion of Rama himself about cracking jokes under such 
circumstances, we cannot expect Rama himself to be guilty of such an offence. Moreover, 
Valmiki specially says that Laxmana’s words to Surpanakha were in jest in S1.13 and that she 


was unable to understand it as a joke, ‘URerarfaaaiun’ - she is not capable of understanding a 


joke. In the case of Rama, on the other hand, in the first verse itself of the chapter that he spoke 
honestly and frankly what he felt and in a gentlemanly way “Cea Qetaural ATA’ etc. So the 


theory of ‘ORTH’ or joke to save Rama’s character does not fit in with the context and with the 


character of Rama, however much it may be applicable to Lakshmana’s words. It would be, 


therefore, better to take the word “cl” in it etymological sense instead of in the ordinary sense. 


The word “el? comes from the root~g which means ‘to fear’ or ‘to tear to pieces’. “eIY’ would 
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thus mean ‘fear’ or ‘cause of fear’. “hdelX’, would then mean “you are indeed frighterning me” 
by your offer of eating up Sita and Lakshmana, so as to become my wife. Rama’s fear is not with 
regard to himself but with regard to Sita, because he was a hero of many battles and has 
measured his strength against many Rakshasas in connection with Vishwamitra’s yajna. Rama 
was afraid only that Sita would be very much terrified to have such a co-wife and therefore, tells 
Surpanakha that to have her as a co-wife with Sita would be a source of constant trouble to Sita 
and as Sita was very dear to him he does not want to cause any trouble to her by marrying 
Surpanakha. This is indeed a true sentiment expressed by Rama who was a “Acad” and who 
was a WehUeitad. He hd already had experience of the trouble caused to a first wife by a second 
wife in the case of his own mother and of Kaikeyi. There is also no necessity for him to say tht 
he is already a married man and Sita is his wife as he has already mentioned it in the very 
beginning of his talk, vide S1.18 of previous chapter The only purpose of his mentioning that he 


was chdalt is to expres the fear that he felt for taking a second wife. That this was due to his 
consideration for Sita, is made clear in the next verse: ‘aa efaat AA! etc. That is the reason 
why he asks Surpanaka to try her chance with Lakshmana. What he speaks about Lakshmana 
also is not in joke but in all sincerity. %ahdelX in relation to Lakshmana does not mean that he is 
unmarried but that he is one who has no reason to fear, as he was ‘amt ’. ‘Hd’ would be 


redundant in as much as the same idea is conveyed by the word ‘arya ’, if we take ‘SIhdal’ to 


mean “unmarried”. i.e his previous wife is not with him. Rama does not want his view of 


‘UhUelad’ to be thrust upon his brother and gives full freedm to his brother to act according to 


his swadharma. If he is in need of the compnay of a woman, it is for him to decide it and not for 
Rama. If he is satisfied with her it is for him to choose. Rama does not want to be an autocrat. 
He simply does not want to carry an ugly and indecent conversation in the presence of his wife 
and wants to dispose of her and to cut short the conversation with her by directing her to 
Lakshmana with whom he could talk about her life privately as his wife was not with him, 
leaving Lakshmana the freedom to deal with her as he thought fit. He had full confidence in 
Lakshamana’s capacity to follow his ‘Swadharma’ and in his strength of character, that is why 


Rama deliberately uses the words ICCIER ateary etc. with respect to him. So he thought he 


could safely leave Lakshmana to deal with this unwelcome intruder as he thought fit according to 


Page 90 of 120 


‘Dharma’. If he had any idea of punishing her at that time for her impolite and indecent advances 
to him, he would have punished her then and there. For had he not already dealt with Tataka, 
according to the instructions of Vishwamitra? It is possible that a suspicion might have been 
created in Rama’s mind that Surpanakha was Rakshasi by her own words, that she was the sister 
of Ravana and by her offer to eat up Sita. But Rama was not the man to mete out punishment on 
mere suspicion. It would be very unsafe for society if all administrators begin to mete out 
punishment on mere suspicion. He must have more tangible proof. Moreover, he had already 
been warned by Sita herself and he had promised her not to harm any beings unless and until he 
was sure that the other one was a Rakshasa who molests spiritual persons. Lakshmana takes the 
matter lightly and understands it probable as a joke.That may be the reason why he sends her 
back to Rama, without dealing with her himself as Rama expected him to do. Lakshmana’s 
words might, therefore, have been spoken in fun. Bt this provided an opportunity for Surpanakha 
to appear in natural colours. That is why she takes Lakshmana to task for his practical joke which 
might have led to the tragedy of Sita being eaten up. His remarks about her appearance at the 
time such as “@v (cruel), ‘3™T#” (ucultured), “frau” (fFatTeT)- one who has appeared in, now 


deformed appearance, “Ted? (unchaste), ‘ofa (intoxiatd by passion), ‘Tata? , all these show 


how Rama came to have a new and real understanding of the situation and how he was sadly 
disillusiond. Even then for fear of wounding the feeling of Sita he did not take any serious action 
against her and wanted only to bring her round to virtuous ways and make her change her 
character and conduct, by instruction and advice, if possible, by force and punishment, if 
necessary. Rama did not want to resort to violence on the spur of the moment. He was not a man 
to get angry and do unjust actions. even under the gravest provocation. If at all he was angry, his 
anger was against Lakshmana for bringing about this situation by his joke, as may be seen by his 
admonition to him. He expected, even now Lakshmana only, to advise and instruct her and bring 
her round, if possible. But Lakshmana was already smarting under the admonition and did not 
want to offend Rama again by taking things lightly. Thus in his atttempt not to misunderstand 
Rama a second time he actually minunderstood and his anxiety to make amends for his previous 


mistakes and to save Sita made him to take to the fourth method of ‘“cUs” itself without trying 
more peaceful means to bring her round. Rama’s words ‘fasur facutagy may be specially 


noted. It is somewhat like a double negative leading to a positive sense. To make one who is 


Page 91 of 120 


already a ‘f@ur’, by changing her form means to make her better by bringing her round by 


whatever means necessary. If, therefore, anybody is at fault for Surpanakha’s mutilation, it was 


primarily she herself. Even if we concede that Lakshamana also is responsible, he had it on a 
mistaken understanding of Rama’s intentions and under the pressure of circumstances which did 
not allow him sufficient patience and calmness of judgement and he did it only in the best of 
interest of all parties. Nothing would have prevented him from killing Surpanakha outright. Even 
Rama, would not have been wrong if he had killled a Rakshasi who was a man-eater and who 
was the sister of one who was causing so much trouble to innocent peace loving tapasvis of the 
forest. He would have done it as any judge or police officer would have done in the interests of 
law and justice and social safety. He would have been doubly justified as he would have done it 
in pursuance of his special promise to the Rishis. But in spite of all this Rama did not allow 
himself to be unjust or unfair in the least and wanted Lakshmana only to deal with her fairly and 
justly. In exercising his judgment Lakshmana may have been a little hasty but no fault can be 
attributed to Rama for this. Even Lakshmana must be congratulated in not meting out the 
extreme penalty of the law and leaving her alive to repent for her sins and become more virtuous, 
when he could very easily have taken her life itself. This action of Laxmana is not also 
inconsistent with the laws of the time as may be seen from the Smritis. We may have the right to 
find fault with the law because of a different standard prevailing to-day but we have no right to 
criticize or find fault with one who executes the law as it existed at the time. Even from our 
ordinary sense of justice in these days we have differences of opinion even today about the 
morality of many laws such as those dealing with capital punishment, corporal punishment and 
even the very idea of punishment of offenders itself. The very conception of imprisonment in a 
jail is considered barbarous by some countries. Even crime itself is considered by some, only as a 
disease fit to be cured perhaps by some brain operation. Such being the conflict of opinion in 
these matters even today, when even the bombing of innocent women and children is considered 
as justifiable by nations considering themselves as civilized, we should not be in haste to find 
fault with such a pure character as that of Rama or Lakshmana on the mere ground of difference 
of opinion about the laws prevailing at that remote period. The Rakshasis were cannibals and 
more like brutes than men. Laws of civilzed society many not be strictly applicable to them. 


When a rebuke may be sufficient to bring round a cultured man, actual physical pain may be 
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necessary to bring round a cannibal or a brutal man. It is only the persons who were in imminent 
actual danger of life that know how to meet the situation and persons who have not been faced 
with such risks cannot appreciate the relevancy of the action. 

Taking the whole Ramayana as an allegory of spiritual life, Surpanakha symbolizes 


physical and natural sciences. The root~ “3 ‘u means ‘to measure’ and au? means ‘winnowing 


fan’. But etymologically the word means that which is actually interested in or that which adopts 
the method of measurement and analysis. To measure is also to make finite. Physical sciences 
cut up the whole universe which is one into various objects, classify them and define them and 
thus show the difference between one object and another. Even in search of Truth they analyze 
the various objects and in this process, they destroy all fundamental unity of the Universe. The 


root~ “Tg from which “4@ is derived means to ‘to go about’ or ‘to know’. Therefore “T@ 
means knowledge. Therefore, Surpanakha means symbolically the knowledge of the various 


material objects of the senses derived by the process of analysis and by measurement. A 


scientific intellect which tries to find out the underlying truths of the universe concerns itself 
only with material finite objects. The result of the advance of these material sciences is to 
increase the hankering for more sense pleasure and for more material comforts and 
conveniences. God and Atman are not the objects of their search. They, therefore, look at all 
spiritual life with contempt and disdain. They even go to the extent of condemning spiritual 
practices such as Brahmacharya on the basis of the scanty knowledge that they have derived by 
their study of matter. They thus destroy religion and spirituality. The province of physical 


science is Nature and not Atman and as Nature is considered ‘ ATU’, the physical science is 


congenially related to three gunas or Prakriti. That is why we find Surpanakha represented as 
the sister of three gunas represented by Ravana and his two brothers. Her making love to Rama 
symbolizes the quest of science for Truth but as Absolute Truth can never be discovered by 
physical sciences but only by spirituality, Surypanakha does not succeed in winning Rama who is 
already wedded to Sita or Vidya. Surpanakha’s offer to swallow up Sita and her disdain and 
contempt for Sita, represent the attitude of Science towards spirituality and its attempt to destroy 


religion. Rama’s first statement that she was a ‘Halas’ is quite fitting because at first sight 


science is very beautiful and attractive and tempting. His statement that she does not seem to be a 


Rakshasi “a warTet offset suggest that science is not really detrimental or opposed to 
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spiritual life, but it is only the attitude that science develops that is condemnable. If properly 
made use of, Science is as much helpful for the realization of the Truth as philosophy. But, for 
this purpose, harmonization and co-operation between Science and philosophy is preferable since 
he defects of Science will be cured by philosophy. That is the suggestion behind Surpankaha 
being asked to marry Lakshmana who represent philosophy. Lakshmana sending her back to 
Rama represents the first conflict of philosophy with Science. But the spiritual urge from inside 
symbolized by Rama’s command to Lakshmana makes philosophy use Science as an aid for 
killing Ravana, the symbol of Rajas and Selfishness. Lakshmana’s cutting off the nose and the 


ears symbolize curing science of its material implications. The nose represents the Jedtacd 
among the Panchabhutas (4Fad¥q) as We’ (FeAt) or smell is the primary guna of the Prakriti. 
The ear represents ST&HIRT whose special guna is sound. All the other three Bhutas come 


between these two and therefore, in describing the cutting of the nose and the ear, the cutting of 
all matter is included. The cutting of the nose and ears, therefore, represents curing science of all 
its material inclinations and predilections and redirecting its energies to the only real object of 
knowledge, viz. Brahman or Atman. The sword which Lakshmana uses to cut off represents the 


Fae or the sword of wisdom or the AAFAWEA of the Gita IV.42, where Jnana is compared to a 
sword and Chapter XV.3 where ‘3T4¥” or non-attachment is compared to a sastra. There is 


nothing wrong in a scientific approach to the study of the Universe if it is not vitiated by 


attachment and selfishness and if it is intended as a step to the realization of the Atman. 
Bhagavatam XI.23.17 speaks of Jnana as a sword: — “AMfeatareaat tardy fescar aft: wr ferarte 
BAM; vide Mahabharata XIV.25; 20-22 “AIHA UATFAATI the same expression is used in 


Asvamedha Chapter 36 and 47. All these show the symbolic nature of the sword used. This 
Jnana is the philosophical wisdom and it is this wisdom that purifies science and makes it a 


useful instrument in the realization of the highest Truth. The Virupana (f@@UM) of Surpanakha 


thus represent the sublimation of science to spiritual purposes. Surpanakha’s words about her 


own strength and Prowess: ‘3 WHAT TCIM! shows or suggest the irresistible 
march of science and her conquest of every field of ignorance. Her calling Sita an “GesI’ (vide 


Chapter 18. Sl. 15) is symbolic of Vidya being the oldest companion of the Atman. It may 


represent also the contemptuous attitude of Science towards religion as having out-lived the age 


Page 94 of 120 


of usefulness in the search for Truth. Where physical science fails to destroy Vidya, it first 
becomes instrumental in helping selfishness or Ravana to separate religion or Sita from Rama (or 
Atman). Sita’s captivity in Lanka represents symbolically the prostitution of religion for selfish 
purposes, such as gaining of material pleasures in this life or in heaven, as by the orthodox 
Mimamsakas as well as worldly people. The regaining of Sita after killing Ravana may be taken 
to represent the freeing of religion and spirituality from selfish entanglements as taught in or 
advocated by Vedanta. Surpanakha is thus partially and temporarily successful in the beginning 
but she is successful only in the end in bringing about the destruction of selfishness itself and 
freeing spirituality from all worldliness. Some people understand the mystery of Surpanakha, 
from the Advaitic standpoint thus. She had drunk deeply at the fountain of divine wisdom, the 
infinite perfections of the Supreme Person and the matchless beauty of his form had enslaved her 
heart and roused in her a consuming passion to unite herself with him. The Lord taught her that 
devotion to the Acharya was infinitely higher than devotion to Himself. He directed her to seek 
his brother for initiation into the inner mysteries. But the latter advised her that devotion to the 
Lord was easier to her than devotion to the Lord’s elect. It was more consonant with her stage of 
spiritual evolution to be the servant of the Lord than to be the servant of the servants of the Lord. 
She grasped his meaning and decided upon the necessity of winning the grace of the Mother of 
the Universe through servant devotion, for was She not the supreme intercessor for all souls. Her 
upasana was something wonderful and awe-inspiring. For, very soon she bound Mahalakshmi to 
her by the bonds of devotion. Then the Lord directed Lakshmana, the acharya to confer upon her 
the crown of initiation. The teacher destroyed her nescience with the sword of divine wisdom 
and along with it her material, subtle and causal upadhis built up of the five elements. The nose 
that is affected by the olfactory vibrations and the ears that contact the auditory vibrations stand 


for T2at and Bled the first and the last of the series of the panchabhutas. They connote the 
five primary elements from J&at to Seal and their qualities. Having thus shaken herself of 


these material upadhis she stood fit to receive the grace of the Lord and naturally yearned that 
other Bhaktas too should reach the heights she had scaled. That is why she so persistently 
induced Khara to qualify himself for the Lord’s grace. The latter was duly instructed by her in 
the countless perfections and greatness and nature of the Lord and progressed very rapidly on the 
path of devotion to reach his feet. The fourteen Rakshasa warriors that went forth first, the 


fourteen thousand Rakshasas that followed them and the fourteen generals that came last 
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represent the material, the subtle and the causal forms made up of the five organs of action, the 
five organs of knowledge, mind, intellect, reason and egoism. Thus Khara shook off all garments 
of matter and was taken into the bosom of the Lord. He had the advantage of being previously 
instructed by the acharya (Surpanakha herself). That was why he did not fight with Lakshmana 
but attained Mukti by being slain by the weapons of Vishnu. Surpanakha as the acharya lived on 
but to lead others to the feet of the Lord along the paths of wisdom and devotion that she herself 
had trod. That is why she was not slain but only mutilated. She alone escaped the death that 
awaited Khara and Dushana. Viradha that sought to carry away Sita, and Ravana that did carry 
her away paid their lives as forfeit. Then why should Surpanakha escape seeing that she rushed 
upon Sita with deadly intent? It cannot be said that she was a woman and Rama shrank from 
slaying one of her kind. Surely it is no sin to slay her when he had already killed Tataka. 
Surpanakha very naturally desired that Ravana should reach the same goal as herself. She 
instructed him in the nature, glory and perfections of the Lord. She convinced him that there was 
no other way but to worship the great Mother, win her grace and make her intercede for us. 
According to this view, of some Vaishnavite commentators, the Rakshasas are sons of 
wisdom and not personifications of Tamoguna. They are all Bhaktas, even Ravana was interested 
only in securing Moksha and it was for this purpose that he carried away Sita. This was only for 
worshipping Mahalakshmi so that through her intercession he may become united to the Lord. It 
may seem that Maricha had then no purpose in dissuading Ravana as is described in the text, as 
he was already Bhakta having been purified by the touch of the Lord’s weapons in Viswamitra’s 
Yaga. These people answer, that Maricha never really wanted to dissuade Ravana. He knew 
quite well that he could not. He only opened the eyes of Ravana, to the Truth that it was 
impossible for him at that stage of spiritual evolution to worship the Lord directly and that the 
worship of Mahalakshmi that should lead to it was almost as difficult. He placed before him his 
own experience that way. He made it plain to him that the aspirant should not be attracted by 
bonds of wife, child, kith, kin, friend, kingdom, fame, pleasure or wealth; dispassion must rule 
his heart and he should eagerly wait the moment when he would be called upon to give up any or 
all of these. He waxed eloquent over the difficulties along the path of upasana only to test 
Ravana’s devotion and steadfastness of purpose. He would whet his eagerness the more. He 
assured himself full well that Ravana was a man of unshaken devotion, that he turned his heart 


away from everything that barred his path to the Lord’s grace and he counted his other aims and 


Page 96 of 120 


ideals up to that moment as nothing before the Brahmananda which he set before himself as his 
goal. Then and not till then did he instruct Ravana in the mysteries of the upasana. He makes 
over to his disciple Ravana all his powers, and knowledge and wisdom acquired till then. He 
installs him in the post that he had till then occupied in the ranks of those that serve the Lord. His 
duties in the mortal world are over and he is called on to serve in the Lord’s presence along with 
the ever-liberated ones. Maricha, the supreme teacher, thus initiated Ravana in the upasana of 
the Lord. Thus it is the incident that is clothed in the enigmatical garb of losing his life to further 
Ravana’s abduction of Sita. 

Another question may be asked why these Rakshasas should be represented as destroying 
the religious practices of the Rishis. To this also, the answer is given that the rites and 
ceremonies enjoined in the Karmakanda only lead to swarga and other worlds that prove fatal to 
wisdom and liberation. It is only the sons of wisdom that can show convincingly that the rituals 
do not lead to eternal Bliss and are, therefore, utterly useless to those that are in search of the 
latter. So they guide our feet along the path of renunciation. The word ‘Surpanakha’ is really to 


be understood in this sense. To the initiated the word means “She who destroys yagas and yajnas 


with a vessel full of blood- actor waatd xeor’ they interpret as “QfTTAISTAAl, i.e. with a 
vessel full of blood. “Taatd’, they understand as meaning ‘faguatd destroys or spoils. The blood 


stands for the ae or the spiritual radiance of the ego. The vessel of blood is the heart of the 


teacher from which flow out the spiritual radiance that elevates and teaches humanity. The 
teacher turns their hearts away from the path of rituals to the path of wisdom. 

Tilaka is of opinion that Tirtha and others are not sound in interpreting it as above. 
Ravana was born of the Rakshasas where the Tamoguna reigns supreme and this has blinded his 
eye of wisdom. So it was impossible for him to recognize Vishnu and Mahalakshmi in the 
persons of Rama and Sita. It will also be against Vishnupurana IV.15, where Maitreya asks 
Parashara why Hiranyakashipu and Ravana met their death at the hands of Vishnu and raised 
themselves to heights inaccessible by the devas but he was absorbed in the Lord as Krishna in his 
third incarnation as Krishna?” To this Parasara answers “Hiranyakashipu knew not the Lord as 
Nrisimha as his intellect was clouded by Rajas. Hence his death at the hands of the Lord brought 
him only boundless wealth and enjoyment. He had not the sattva and devotion to qualify him for 


union with the Lord. Even so, Ravana gave himself up to a life of lust and was smitten with an 
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unholy passion for Sita and therefore, he could not see in Rama the Supreme one. Even at the last 
moment he regarded his foe as a mortal and in consequence took birth as the powerful Chedi 
King Sishupala. Although through bitter hate the Lord’s glories and names were in his mind all 
his life. At the moment of meeting his death at the hands of Krishna, Sishupala saw him as the 
Lord of Lakshmi, the ruler of Vaikunta, the bearer of the discuss and conch and the shell and his 
sins fell away from him and he was taken into the bosom of the Lord”. If Ramayana is 
interpreted as Tirtha and other commentators have done, such interpretation would go against 


Parasara's words quoted above. 


(6) The next criticism is directed against Sita that she uttered a falsehood: 

This criticism is based on a passage in Sundrarakanda Chapter 42; sl. 8-10: DIC CIC! del aed 
dat watered werat ahrecor fart wa ar aft gatartarttea abst aar wert erfeta fe 
ae: ert fasiait + Gara: seataee tafe AH ararfe aiead afer erat APSA UAT | 
These words were uttered by Sita in reply to a question put by her Rakshasi guards as to whether 
she knew anything about the monkey that was destroying the garden. The monkey referred to is 
Hanuman who thought of destroying Ravana’s Nandanavana or Pramadavana after he left Sita 
to carry her news back to Rama. The passage means —‘then the virtuous and beautiful Sita spoke 
thus’: “How can I understand all the plans of the fearful Rakshasas? You must know better who 
he is and what he may do? Undoubtedly it is only a snake that can understand the footsteps of 
another snake. I am also as much afraid of him but I do not know who he might be. I think that 
he might be only being one of the Rakshasas who has come here in a new disguise as the 
rakshasas are capable of appearing in any form they like’. 

In understanding how far Sita is guilty of uttering a falsehood different people approach 
the question from different standpoints. Some take it for granted that Sita has uttered a falsehood 
and argue that this must be taken as a warning to us that we should utter any falsehood ourselves 
under any circumstances. If even the virtuous Sita is forced, by circumstances, to utter a lie how 
much easier it is, for ordinary people like us to go wrong when temptations are placed in our 
way! We should, therefore, be doubly careful not to be tempted into uttering falsehood under any 
circumstances, however tempting they may be. It is to emphasize this fact that Valmiki has made 
Sita utter a falsehood and therefore, we must not try to imitate Sita but only take this incident as 


a warning to us that we should not behave like us. This is a strange way of understanding the 
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character of Sita that is depicted in the Ramayana. Sita has been always considered by 
generations of Hindu women as an ideal and example worthy of being followed and we could not 
conceive of Valmiki delineating Sita’s character in such a way as to administer a warning to us 


that we should not follow the example of Sita. The very mention of the word ‘ated!’ in this 


connection shows that even in regard to this incident Valmiki still considered Sita only as a 


virtuous woman. And the expression ‘Gatsarath in this connection is especially significant as 


pointing out to Valmiki’s opinion about Sita as not only physically beautiful but also morally and 
spiritually. These two words have been deliberately used by Valmiki to suggest to us that we 
should not be led to misunderstand her action. Therefore, other people think that the passage 
should be understood in such a way that we should take Sita as an example in the matter of 
speaking truth. They, however, understand the passage as giving them a license to utter a 


falsehood in abnormal circumstances as ‘31484’. Even the virtuous Sita did not see anything 


wrong in uttering a falsehood. So, if necessary we also may utter a falsehood without being 
guilty of any sin or immorality. One should not take a serious view of such small lapses, nay; one 
should take it to be a duty to utter a falsehood when necessary. This is also a dangerous view, 
based upon a wrong understanding of the context. If all people can utter a lie when it suits their 
purpose, the moral duty of veracity will have lost all meaning and is more likely to be observed 
in its breach than in its adoption. The great sage Valmiki cannot be guilty of presenting to the 
public such an example to be followed and it is inconceivable that he would paint the character 
of Sita to encourage people to avoid the duty of truth-speaking. 

The third school considers that this incident provides an example, of an exception to the 
law of veracity, which is admitted by all moralists throughout the ages. They argue that there is 
no law which has no exception and that all exceptions only prove the rule. The rule of veracity 
has also its exceptions and Valmiki here shows one of such exceptions. There cannot be a better 
illustration for such an exception than the virtuous Sita herself adopting such an exception in 
actual practice. We should, therefore, understand what such exceptions are and should adopt 
them only under exceptional circumstances and not make the exception the rule, by practicing 
the exception always to the detriment of the law itself. Such exceptions have to be understood 
from the Dharmasastras and should be practiced only under proper safeguards. They point out 


that self-defense is one of such exceptions admitted by the law-givers and this incident in the 
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Ramayana is clearly a case of self-defense and therefore, Sita cannot be considered as guilty of 
uttering falsehood at all. She is perfectly justified in acting as she did according to the strict laws 
of morality current at the time. She is right from the standpoint of ‘Svadharama’ and if we take 
her as an example to avoid this supreme law of morality, we do it at our own peril. Sita should 
not be made a scape-goat to justify our own immorality. 

A fourth view is that Sita has only spoken the truth consistent with her ideal character, if 
we understand the passage in relation to the context, it would be clear that she only spoke out 
what she thought and therefore, she only spoke the truth as she knew it. These people think that 
there is no necessity to take Sita’s action as coming even under the exception to the rule. We 
shall examine the latter two views in some detail so as to understand them fully and clearly. It is 


also necessary to understand what truth really means and how and why it came to be considered 


an absolute law of spirituality and morality. 

To the Vedantin Satyam (4) primarily means the highest or Absolute Truth — that 
which exists eternally without any change. This Absolute Truth is the Atman or Brahman. So 
the Upanishad says: “eft FMAAaT Fell - “Absolute Truth, Pure Consciousness and Infinity 
constitute Brahman” (Taithireyopanishad). The Chandogya says: -“deaet A BeA Aca: 
“That is Absolute Truth That is Atman. That thou art”. The Brihadaranyaka says: - ‘Tang Tell 


Tear Ueaet UeafAfAii “Its secret essence is that It is the truth of all truths”. So the 


Bhagavatam praises God as Absolute Truth: - “delad Heat faedt aes ar fed a det 


Uaas et HAT AeA aT Bt WOAT:| We have resorted to you as our sole refuge — 


You who are devoted to Truth and always engaged in propagating Truth, who remain eternally 
unchanged in all the three states, who is the source of all Truth, who is established in Truth who 
has got Truth and Dharma as your two eyes, who is the Truth of all truths and who is nothing but 
the Pure Truth itself’. This Absolute Truth is not, however, within the province of the ordinary 
mind. That is beyond words and thought as the Taittireyopanishad says: ‘Edt ara Radatsorer 


FAT Gell “From which words fall back without attaining, along with thought”. This can never, 


therefore, be the subject of moral action or spiritual practice. It is only the Absolute Truth as 
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conceived by the mind that can be subject of morality and spirituality. This Absolute has, 
therefore, two aspects — the transcendental or Ul aspect and the immanent or the SUT aspect. 
The former is Truth as it is in itself, the latter as it is manifested and known by the mind and 
described in words. The Absolute is open only to the realized man, to the unrealized man this 


Absolute appears as God and it is this that is the subject of all scriptures — the goal aimed at by 


all spiritual practice. The former is called T&I dA and the latter YT aA. So far as this eT TA, 


Absolute is concerned, all statements even of the scriptures, of the most truthful man can be only 
false. So from the standpoint of the Absolute, whatever we think, speak about is always false 


because as Sri Ramakrishna says it cannot be touched by the mouth or made S884. The highest 
goal aimed at by the unrealized man is the highest goal of life is called ‘armel’. God and the 
Atman or Brahman is the ‘WHTeaeq’. In the province of lower knowledge, that is, knowledge of 


objective Truth, this amare” appears as philosophic truth or scientific truth about the universe. 
All scientific truths and philosophic Truth, therefore, are the highest readings of the Absolute, 


through the human senses and mind. All such knowledge which an unrealized man can have 
about the objective world even if it be the highest possible, can at best is only relative and 


therefore, they are called ‘oaettHae’ as distinguished from ‘urnafiiamaer. Even such 


knowledge of Truth is possible only when the mind and the senses are free from any defect. If 
the eyes, for example, are a little defective the perception and observation become naturally 
defective. The highest knowledge that a man can have through defective eyes must naturally be 
only relatively true. Similarly, other circumstances such as distance, lack of sufficient light etc. 
make the observation defective to a certain extent. The relative capacity of the mind to 
understand and to coordinate and interpret the reports of the senses must naturally color the 
knowledge coming through the senses. The desires and predilections, the tastes and prejudices, 
previous contacts of the mind, all have a bearing on the nature of the knowledge of an object. As 
no two persons’ capacities are the same or equal every man’s knowledge of the same object must 
be relatively different from that of any other man’s, even if the object is God or Atman, no two 


persons can have the same idea about it. All communicable knowledge is ‘“SlaetRh’ or relative 


and in relation to morality which concerns itself with truth-speaking one is concerned only with 
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relative or ‘Cadet’ knowledge. It is always false from the standpoint of the Absolute or 
ure’, c.f for example the knowledge of a flower and its description given by a scientist, a 


poet, and an ordinary man. The descriptions of all these people may be true as far as they go and 
from their particular standpoints. If the scientist dares to call a poet’s description of a flower 
false, the fact has as much reason to call the scientists’ knowledge also false. From the poets; 
standpoint the botanists’ description of the flower would not be representing the actual fact as the 
scientist leaves out of consideration the most important fact about the flower, viz, its beauty and 
its appeal to one’s emotions. Similarly, the scientist may turn round and retort that the poet has 
omitted to notice the various facts about the flower which the botanist notices. The knowledge of 
either these people, therefore, is false to the other and the knowledge of both these people is false 
to the realized man as no word or mind can grasp the absolute truth of the flower in itself. All 
ideas of falsity and reality which the scientist or the poet can have can be only relative 


or cadet’, much more so is the knowledge of the ordinary man. 


Again, if we carefully understand the implications of the scientists’ knowledge of a 
flower, we see that what the scientist calls a flower and what the scientist describes has nothing 
to do with the objective flower in itself as the physicist tells us what the eyes see is only an 
inverted image of the object falling upon the retina, the image itself is formed by the rays of 
light that are reflected by the flower and these rays have their source in the Sun. so, according to 
the physicist a portion of the light that has started from the sun falls upon the object, viz, the 
flower, a portion of this is again absorbed by the flower and another portion is reflected. It is this 
reflected ray of the Sun that fall on the retina that forms the image of the flower. The flower in 
itself is not brought into contact with the eye at all. It is rather the Sun that is brought into 
contact with the eyes. Thus so far as physics tells us what the eyes received is not the flower nor 
the image of the flower but only an inverted image of a portion of the Sun. The image may fall 
on the retina but still we have no knowledge of even this image, just as an image falls on a 
screen or a wall. For knowledge of this image, something more is necessary. These rays of light 
falling on the retina, says the biologist, stimulate the nerve endings in the eyes and the stimulus 
is carried through the nerves to the brain. Unless the physiological mechanism of the eyes and 
the nerves is in proper condition, no stimulus will be carried to the brain. The brain, in its turn, 


must react to this physiological stimulus. The physical image on the retina remains as it is and is 
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not carried to the brain. It is only the nervous irritation that is carried to the brain. So, what the 
brain actually receives has neither sort of similarity to the physical image on the retina nor the 
rays of the sun. So what the brain could know or perceive is not the flower, nor the Sun’s rays 
nor even the image on the retina. If at all, it could perceive, it can perceive only an impulse 
caused by the rays of the Sun. Thus Biology takes us one step further and tells us that all that the 
brain can cognize is the nervous impulse or irritation carried to the brain through the various 
senses and the nerves. But we actually perceive not the stimulus carried through the nerves but 
the object flower. No physical or physiological action is sufficient to explain the knowledge of a 
flower. Knowledge is primarily a conscious process which is the subject of psychology. Thus 
we find that in spite of the fact that various objects may be stimulating our sense and nerves at a 
given moment, we are aware of only a few of them. If the consciousness is engaged in observing 
other objects or in other words, when its attention is concentrated on something in which it is 
interested, every other object which might come into contact with our senses will be left 
unnoticed or in other words we are not aware of them or we do not know them. It is quite 
possible that one might not, be even aware of his own hunger or natures’ call when one is deeply 
immersed in reading an interesting novel or in enjoying music. Very often it so happens that 
with our eyes fully open and when we are fully awake and when we are sitting down in a class 
presumably listening to a lecture, we may not have grasped one word of what the professor was 
lecturing on. Similarly, again, when we are asleep, the impressions of the mosquito-bite might 
still be grasped by the nerve centers or even action might be taken to drive away the mosquito 
without the man being aware of these things. All these things are explicable only because the co- 
operation of another entity, viz. the mind, is necessary for knowledge. It is this mind that must 
be brought into contact with the stimulus. Just as the eye has to be brought into contact with the 
physical stimulus which exists outside and the brain is to be brought into contact with the 
nervous stimulus, the action of the brain must result in a reaction of the mind before knowledge 
of any external object can take place. The mind is thrown into some wave, as it were as its 
reaction and it is this wave which is mental that is actually known. When we see a flower we are 
not actually aware of the Sun or his rays, or neither of the image on the eye nor of the reaction in 
the brain. It is only the mental wave or ‘vrutti’ that is known and that is known only by the mind 
itself and not by the brain or by the eyes. So, when we say we see a flower what we actually are 


aware of, is only a mental image or wave thrown up in the mind when it reacts to a brain 
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stimulus. The actual external flower is never seen. So, when the scientist, physicist and 
physiologist presumes to give us a knowledge of the external phenomenon, whether of an 
external object or the mechanism of our own bodies taking all these things as the objects of its 
investigation, he is only uttering a big lie, for what he has actually studied is not the external 
object of the human mechanism but only the reaction of his own mind. All the knowledge of the 
external world given by the scientist is, therefore, false in this sense, though it may be true as far 
as it goes relatively. It is a truer account of the fact than that of an ordinary uneducated man’s 
common sense account, by no means the truest. A study of the phenomenon of memory also will 
surely convince us that physiology and physics can never explain this phenomenon. If as the 
physiologist explains, memory is the result of impressions made on the brain, they should first 


explain how and why a man does not remember everything that he has experience at all times. 


(7) Vali Veda — Rama’s hiding himself behind the tree: 

“Gara sage asl Wet AA (IV: 1451). This is interpreted by RTA as: <A Paronet 
qed: feared. So According to this interpretation there was no actual hiding. Note also that this 
was done by all including Sugriva himself before was challenged. Therefore it could not have 
been a plan for hiding themselves: “ad d waft wear feist afer: Lelce gear STI cal 
etc.; The fight therefore might have taken place near or in the forest where Sugriva also was and 
Vali must have fell down near enough for Rama to see. It was not in the city but must have been 


in the forest. Rama could not have got out of the forest as per his words in: qe aa: 


aiasart ae at WW etc. vide P.803. This is borne out by the words: —T7at: frat wa! 
describing how Vali went out of the city - IV.16.13. The fight therefore was in the forest and 
Vali did not see Rama, but there was no intention on the part of Rama to hide himself as there 
was no necessity. For the previous fight Sugriva went inside the city and the fight took place at a 
distance. But this time the fight took place in the forest itself and so Rama could go to him even 
after Vali had fallen, without breaking his vow that he would not enter a kingdom or village. The 
very description of Vali looking all around for the enemy shows that Sugriva could not have 


been in the open: “aa daa qs aac cargerail (14). He ran against Sugriva when he saw 
him and in his anger did not see Rama and others also: “@utate Wear mat are Pda: | they 


were fighting with uprooted trees. The very fact that Rama’s arrow fell on Vali’s chest shows 
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that Rama was in front of him:- “waaur Herat anferaatfe uftd: ICES Ted atl must 


therefore be taken as meaning that the battle took place in the forest and not in the open in the 


town -IV.12.13: ‘feefereat tt 7ST! shows in the previous encounter Sugriva went into the 


city. 


(8) The Story of the golden necklace: 

IV.17.5 shows that the necklace was able to keep his life for some time. That was its only virtue. 
Nowhere in the text Valmiki says that the necklace had the power of taking away half the 
strength of the opponent: “T fxfert 7 uot + dat A WHA on the other hand it is expressly 
declared that Vishwamitra gave Rama the power to draw away the powers of the opponent, cf. 


Govindaraja on IV.11-39: — “Gad ASMATAT caret a: ats aI get Us ada 


afasated sit Wee Gall. Even if this boon was true, it is not said anywhere that Rama knew it. 


(9) Rama’s authority to mete out punishment when he is himself not the King 


He says that he is acting under the order of the King Bharata. As a matter of fact there is no such 


order passed by Bharata. On the other hand in II.107.17 we read Rama’s words to Bharata: - “cd 
WATT AF CaS TOT FIAT SSA WMATA Wes ca WL GUS: Geweaaae cus 
Yaar In these words Rama accepts the responsibility of ruling over the beasts, of the forests. 
This is the agreement between Rama and Bharata and so the Administration of justice in the 
forest has fallen within the jurisdiction of Rama. Govindaraja says: “ata T afer a 
ISR ll. This shows where Rama’s authority to deal with Vali lay. Moreover the very fact of 


his being given his paduka to Bharata who expressly said that he would govern only under the 
authority of Rama as represented by the Paduka, shows that Bharata’s Vidhi is that he is a 
servant of Rama’s Paduka and under that final agreement which Rama calls a Vidhi or decision. 
Rama is still the King, only he has to spend the time in the forest as per the boon given by 


Dasaratha. He has not ceased to be King as he promised to go back after 14 years and resume his 
reign: “ttt GAaltert FA Wea: YA: Mat Ge Afawais yferoa: ofeeaA: Ii (11.3:31). So fate 


need not be understood as Bharata’s order to Rama, but only the final decision and agreement 
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arrived at, by the two brothers after much discussion. When Rama says in IV.18: -“StdeT 


~~) 


Hato aad cwarearafta:l! means only that Rama is bound by the agreement with Bharata. 
‘WAaTeaTfafell means the final decision which is taken by Rama as Bharata’s command, as he 


most probably considered that the Kingdom comes back to him after 14 years only, thus far 


Bharata’s decision as otherwise he is not entitled to it in his own right. Bharata’s orders may be 


taken to refer to his request to put on _ the Paduka: ‘srfentertarerat ugh 
Say. Aes... (112:21.22) wget west wer vada fF af 
atserh TAA Faas BAe cat T Weeks gaat safest a wars —--1 This Weta of Rama is 
taken in obedience to Bharata’s terms dictated by him and so Rama is in the forest under 
agreement with Bharata and under this agreement, Rama is still the King, as is seen from 
Bharata’s words in II.115.3: — “aa Udtedt wears & f WT Feraa:! and in 1:115;14-17: 
‘Udghed FA WAT od GTA tet area wears ofl etc. This shows that Bharata 


ruled the kingdom only as a trustee on behalf of his elder brother who was away on other duty as 
per father’s commands. Even when Rama goes back after Ravana Vadha, Bharata acts and says 


that he was only a trustee during the period: “orga 7 qd We Tela We: tat DT Wer 
WSs rae aft sadist dar WH wad: Gedeatier:| ude war wet Ratt 
AA AT VT Hare A Gad F AAA: Teed UVa Wart starear TAWA! etc. Shows Bharata 


always considered Rama as the real King. Therefore according to the agreement both thought 
that Rama was the real King who has temporarily deposited the Kingdom with Bharata so as to 
fulfill father’s promise and in the meanwhile having his sway over the inhabitants of the forest, 


which power had not been taken away from him even by his father. That Rama always thought 


of Bharata as the lawful King in Ayodhya is clear from such statements as III.16.37:- arate 


SeTHTA WAT HAH If that debate did not take place and Rama was convinced of 


Bharta's resolve, he would never have thought of himself as entitled to speak as Bharata’s 
representative. It is as a result of this agreement that Rama still felt he had the duty to administer 
justice in the forest. Rama understood what his brother would expect of him and thus took upon 


himself the responsibility of doing the duty which Bharata would have done if he were there. 
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Vali’s words in the end: - “at f€é eset aaa: Wart ow fed wa aren aft ¢ wear 
Searaararat smraentor caftsrd Uae etafedar ara ectaaftarera 


Rama’s words about _his_being under the order _of Bharata:- “at weasel spear 
PRI NGIEICE faratert Raat qdaferar:il in fact we do not find in the Ramayana any order 
given by Bharata to Rama. How to explain Rama’s statement? Govindaraja on IV.18.9 says: 
aft wet Wea: Pa: aM TAIT sear Hass wed Teas edipaard stat Aq 
aot deataeed frahitt eaqh Il Tilaka says: “TT wat WH Utd STATA Ah dca Fer seaey 
Bt Ua; AeA Wrage qa wea: srqats srard:, war weagerut udaferd adet 
Tat Vets aesiea sft 7 ate ait wat waa wae Urea cedar 
arate Tet Tat WT SNe fest cera oret faa sft 7 aty:il The Shiromani commentary 
reads: ‘Wtaearates ra and explains: “at T satel art Mad Heat wracar: wd swear: 
TATA F Get at aT Wa: sft Be: aeaeareT ar srafet Hear saat ar waa sft 
aeleq T ae: wadta wet a HOSA sar acarey” |, the latter shows that Rama is 


conscious of his own authority to chastise delinquents since the kingdom is his and he has only 
entrusted it to Bharata for a fixed period. This is in a way correct since at the end of the debate 
with Bharata it was arranged that Rama is to be the real king in law and Bharata is to govern as 
proxy or regent. 


Rama’s word about his reason for not killing Vali in the first occasion: - “TANS weuaTesarateat 
AMAT (1V.12.32).scsseee Tilaka says: “Afad arqfad aq wach ate: arate ale sft srparaert 
al fe oT mead seater aa onfredta sft de afer srgetar area ae 
aust qttaatere Caer ASTI 

Govindaraja says: “TY Alas are eat afer faatetset Get Tet fet qaqa Wary sft 
ay, Gant saa Tach TTSTATAeT THe aaa UE Be: Tat 
Gena: Weargaree’ seq: ant sar was Hear a sft ~My sevens ued get 
fafeag@art wl sft AAAI According to this commentary, Rama has uttered a falsehood. 
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According to some, the reason for his not killing Vali in the first instance is that Rama had not 
made up his mind as to whether he should have straight open fight or whether he would attack 
from his covert position. Perhaps he hesitated at the last moment at the unchivalrous nature of 
the second alternative. But latter he must have concluded that there was nothing wrong in doing 


it, vide another explanation P 13. But Valmiki himself thought Rama could not distinguish the 
two: - ‘Gaarsad Ute alert aie wea ddl + Haart gfe alpasth AAI 1V.12.20. This 


agrees with Rama’s words. So it is better to believe with these rather than attribute an untruth or 
breach of promise to Rama. That Vali had not put on the necklace is clear for it is mentioned in 


the Second encounter that he did put on, which shows by suggestion that he did not have it 
always, IV.16.18:— “aatat sit aaeed atert SAAC 

Although Rama had promised to kill Vali the moment he saw him, he could not do it 
because of the reason mentioned by him: IV.10.33, “aaa afeyasait aq aratorerfur maT 


asttet CoAT ate URAGTIH:|| for he could not see who is who. He did actually take up the 
bow and arrow. This is consistent with Rama’s words IV.14.14: - “arya areged F fet Hessit 
faSa”! cf. also in Vali's fight with <g-gi (Atay RAT Hea in IV.11.39). 


The question is not whether Vali deserved to be killed as per the law, but whether the 
method of establishing Dharma was itself consistent with Dharma: - 
That is: (1) Was Rama justified in entering into an agreement with Sugriva without first trying 
to bring about an agreement between the brothers by arbitration? 
(2) Was Rama right in accepting Sugriva’s version of the story without hearing the other side 
and giving an opportunity to the other side to justify himself or to prove the complaint to be 
wrong? Accused ought to be presumed to be innocent until the contrary is proved, but was there 
any proof of Vali’s guilt except the complainant’s version? 
(3) Was not Rama carried away by his emotions and self-interest and was not his justification of 
his own action an after-thought? 
(4) How was he justified in killing Vali clandestinely, under cover of a tree and not openly? 
(5) Was he not foolish in taking up the side of Sugriva who was the weaker of the two parties? 
Could he not have achieved his object by being friends with Vali? 
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1) One way of getting over the difficulty is by saying that we should not question the 
propriety of the action, as Rama was God himself and God’s ways are mysterious. 

2) Another was to admit that the conduct was not justified and therefore Rama had to suffer 
for it in his Avatara as Krishna when he was shot at and killed by Vali in the form of a 
hunter. 

3) It is not against statecraft to accept one as an ally against a powerful enemy and therefore 
Rama was justified in accepting the alliance with Sugriva without caring for the justice of 
Sugriva’s cause. Even now in European and Indian history we find many instances where 
government espouse an unjust cause and fight for it for a higher motive viz. to win the 
support of the party against another enemy. 

4) It is not possible always in a war to give previous information to an enemy and then defeat 
him. The end justifies the means. 

5) When an accused is found guilty, it is for the judge to mete out proper punishment and the 
accused or the public has no say in the matter. The discretion is with the presiding judges. 
Rama only used his discretion in the matter of judgment. It is quite possible as in any other 
case, the case might have been disposed of differently by the different judges, but that does 
not make the deciding judge guilty in making such a decision, as according to law he has 
only used his discretion to the best of his ability under the circumstances and he is to be 
exonerated. 

6) No question of valor or heroism arises when it is only a case of sentence and its execution 
and not a tournament, and therefore the question of cowardice on Rama’s part does not arise 
at all. 

7) The same means were adopted in the case of the Rakshasas at the request of the Rishis and 
that is not questioned. Rama did not stop to consult the Rakshashas as to how far they were 
right, nor did he think of arbitrating with them or giving them an opportunity to justify 
themselves before he took action. 

8) A man is fit to be criticized only if he does something wrong willfully knowing 
beforehand that it is wrong. But in the case of Rama he did only what he felt to be right. Even 
after hearing the accusation of Vali, he did not feel that he had done something wrong and his 


conscience was absolutely clear that, that was the only ‘ef that he could have done 


(IV.18.35 and 45). 
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9) Even if it is an Adharama in our eyes, we should be prepared to condone it as it was the 


result of sympathy for the sad plight of Sugriva who was in a similar plight as himself: - 


wearsht esr SUCSICLICE frardier: ferurferstg:! This action only shows his nobility of 
character in a better light. 

10) When the Police have to arrest an offender, we cannot expect them always to give notice 
beforehand especially when he knows that the latter is a clever man and may escape Justice. 
The question that is most important is that from the standpoint of society, an offender would 
not be allowed to escape punishment by cleverness or physical strength etc. No question of 
pity in dealing with such an offender arises, but only whether justice is meted out to the 
parties. 

11) “age: Git Wa: deat: Get fF Ws: says Rama in Ayodhya 109.9; so also tq TTT 
Algal FT Maa THAT: Se AIT Tee WA: WATE 

12) No arbitration would have been possible, as may be seen from the attitude of Vali when 
Tara requested him to come to terms with Sugriva. 

13) Rama did not merely accept Sugriva’s words but made sure of Vali's evil conduct when 
he first saw him fighting with Sugriva. He did not kill him in the first instance. 

14) Arbitration would not be sufficient to redeem Vali from the sin he has already committed 
although Sugriva might be satisfied if he received his wife and Vali made amends for his 
conduct. 

15) Certain offence are offences against the public and the lawfully constituted agents of 
society have to take cognizance of the offences and meter out punishment even if the 
complainant might not care for such punishment. The offence is not against the individual but 
against the public and the public have a right to see the offender properly dealt with according 
to law. Arbitration would at best have satisfied the complainant but the demands of law and 
justice had still to be met only by proper danda according to law. Rama only meted out this 
ws: “ameta oa: Ooh a: ut ad hreete 

16) When Rama sent Sugriva first, he did not want to see Sugriva engaged in a fight. He only 
wanted to see for himself what would happen if the two brothers met each other after such a 
long time. Time is healer of all wounds and there was a chance of their being reconciled after 


such a long time, and so he called Sugriva only to call Vali. He only says: “cal Ea ata 
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afer WT FI and Sugriva only called his brother to come out and Vali came out and fought at 


once. Rama saw this from a distance and was satisfied that there was no chance of any 
reconciliation or arbitration. 

17) Rama may not have entered the city for fear of that, if he is seen inside as a stranger the 
monkey-guards would have fought him first and then he would have had to kill them all first 
even before seeing Vali. That would have led to unnecessary bloodshed and so he sent only 
Sugriva who was well-known to the monkey-guards. 

Vali knew from Tara’s words, that Rama had made alliance with Sugriva and was behind 
Sugriva. There is no meaning in his not having made peace with Sugriva, knowing the full 
consequences. It does not seem proper for him to see that he was cheated by Rama. 

It was a case of Rama not being able to enter Kishkindha on account of his promise to his 


father and Vali not being able to enter #44 on account of Matanga rishi. The two could 


not therefore meet in neutral ground for discussion and nobody could be sent to negotiate 
except Sugriva. 

18) That Rama was not prompted by self-interest is clear from (a) He does not hurry himself 
to declare his purpose and get Sugriva in his side, but it was Hanuman and Sugriva that were 
in a hurry to seek the help of Rama. Rama simply accepts the complaint and promises to 
mete out justice without any reference to any consideration at the hands of Sugriva in return 
for the promise. In fact the promise is not made in return for any promise but in furtherance 
of Dharma. 

(b) Rama says in so many words that he would kill Vali because he is guilty of robbing 
Sugriva of his wife. 

(c) That he waited till Sugriva’s Coronation and give him time till the end of the rainy 
season. 

(d) That he did not receive back Sita even after the killing of Ravana but waited until her 
purity was proclaimed by the God of Fire, which shows that he was more anxious about 
Sita’s welfare and punishment of Ravana and not about regaining a wife. 

(e) Sita-tyaga, after coronation for the sake of the good of the subjects. 

(f) His trying to prevent Sita from following him to the forest 

(g) His readiness to accept a repentant sinner is seen in his willingness to take an apology 


from Ravana, if he sincerely repents and surrenders at his feet, which shows that he was not 
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the man to give way to anger for selfish reasons, but Vali was an unrepentant sinner as may 


seen from his words to Rama after his fall. 


Cf. Govindaraja’s commentary on IV.18.4: “afe war afert Utd: fase aa faféa adte 
Waadar aTelt vara. In that case, he will not be able to keep up his promise to Sugriva, nor 


discharge his duties as ‘Kshatriya’ by killing Vali, as to do so, would go against his own vow 
aped Yuaral etc. He agrees with Madhwa’s view in ‘aaa Fura. 


Not one word is said by Valmiki about Vali’s power to absorb half the power and strength of 
his adversary, or about the boon given to him by the gods in this respect. Not even Tara or 
Hanuman or Sugriva speaks about it and this even when one would have expected them to refer 
to it. Therefore there was nothing to make Rama afraid of defeat at Vali’s hands. 


According to Maheswara Tirtha’s commentary on Ramayana called aAcadatTeAT, the whole of 
Vali’s accusation is interpreted as an admission of guilt. In the “dre@gveTalattl, the author gets 


over the Vali’s episode by saying that Vali had got a boon from Vishnu for helping the devas, 
during the churning of the milk ocean, that Rama had to honor his own boon. But Rama himself 


does not mention anything about it. Another commentator of Ramayana says that the boon was 
given by Brahma: ‘31ga Ofer? Tel cat at ATTA | Uf afar ref get SIRF Not only 
does Valmiki, not mention it but he mentions power given to Rama to the same effect from 


Vishwamitra called uadaitcany uranic. 


1. Rama was in deep sorrow on account of Ravana’s carrying away his wife. He could very well 
sympathise with the state of Sugriva who was in the same plight, his wife being carried away by 
Vali. So he hastened to promise chastise anybody who did such mischief. So the promise was 
made out of sympathy and in pursuance of Dharma. He was directed by Kabandha after he 
regained his natural form, who said to him that the only way of regaining his Sita was to have an 
alliance with him. And in entering into the alliance he had only done his duty to his wife in order 


to serve her. In this sense also, he was pormpted by Dharma. Kabandha says: “3tpeal fé 4 a 
fats a ueait faa. The only information given by Kabandha about Sugriva showed that 


Sugriva was a wronged party and deserves to be protected and so he did not think it wrong to 


promise to protect him, vide Canto 72 of Aranyakanda, Sloka 10 — 14, where Sugriva is 
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described as “Aeagaet fatias afta AA Fey | car: Wat GPA Hera UAHA UTA 
faafeat det wsaedt Feraet: ... water SF Tent + cess eran. Again he describes him as 
alert hdlcfeqs:i| Thus from what he heard, Rama could not suspect anything wrong with 


Sugriva and in the interest of Sugriva, Sita, himself and Dharma and for the good of the world by 
destroying the Asuras, the agreement was made to kill Vali. Rama’s greatnes lies in entering into 
an agreement with the defeated party and not entering into an alliance with the more powerful 
Vali who would have been a better ally than his defeated brother, if he had been prompted by 
only this selfish purpose of regaining his wife. From the standpoint of Sugriva, he was afraid of 
Rama as he suspected him to be an emissary in disguise from Vali. So he had to make Rama 
promise to kill Vali before he could pledge himself to be a friend and he had every reason to 
suspect as he found the bearings and strong bodies not quite befitting their tapasa-dress. The 
account that Rama heard from Hanuman also, quite corroborated his opnion about the greatness 


and getlemanliness of Sugriva and judging Hanuman, he had no reason to disbelieve him, as he 


found him a cultured gentleman well versed in Vedas: “artaefadtaet arastd cerhr: award 
fagu: WAS WHAT Tt AH HAA TSM AAT TEeMata Ss F feafSat staaTeeeH! + 
qe anatatt cone a yaretem srdeaft a ady ay: dfafec: addi and so on, he praises 
Hanuman after carefully hearing him and examining him and concludes: “Wa faet wer gar qT 
wad Uttar ql eater Het sea craton TAA Us UOT GET Sy: HTT) TET 
faeater ad sat QaraeIT ae: | Thus the alliance with Sugriva is based upon as much eta fax as 
was possible for a man who was wandering alone in the forest and placed in his circumstances. 
Lakshmana also after talking with Hanuman reports to Rama: “AM aead eft etary 
Heat: ||. Sugriva’s showing Rama the ‘Sata’ and STAT which she dropped down to him as 


she was being carried by Ravana also encouraged him, to put faith in Sugirva. Sugriva speaks 


about the glories of friendship in these words: - “(Td aT want a aeaqaronts arfeasrenrit 
aeat sare wea: seat aft <r a g:Raq: gaat a Retet aetet at aaa: 
Tear: seat: eer: ear a ya: gamed yard we gear aenfser 
aateasraten: att fraaera. Sugriva perhaps failed to disclose the whole previous history 


Page 113 of 120 


of their quarrel for fear that Rama may not enter into an alliance with him but wanted to make 
sure of his position by glorifying friendship. Mark his words: frefat at aetst ar. Perhaps he was 
feeling a guilty conscience about his misconduct in marrying his brother’s wife. But it was 
allowable among monkeys and saivas and so not against Dharma, but he might have been afraid 
that Rama was an Aryan following a separte code of morality and so he might not consider him a 
gentleman from his standpoint. Sugriva tells him only tht he was robbed of his wife and Rama 


sympathising with him says at once that he would kill the robber: “rag d eae aq 
ararrerheory | Od a... Wert adtefeayy| etc.. it is only after taking a promise from him that 


Sugriva tells the previous story. If at all therefore, Rama has gone wrong in making a promise, 
Sugriva is responsible. It should be a warning to us not to enter into a promise at all untill all 
sides of a question has been examined and thrashed out, as Rama has done, to the best of our 
ability under the circumstance and in full consistence with Dharma as we see it under the 
circumstance so far as our knowledge goes. So Rama has acted on the principle of eat in 
entering into an alliance. Sugirva does not mention to Rama about Tara who was the wife of Vali 
that she became his wife after knowing his death, but only of his own wife being abducted by 
Vali. Rama killed Vali to keep up his promise which is also Dharma. Says he: “34a wrenge y 
arepesst Prom tate ads to aad HAST Get T SRAM .... TS AGAAL. It is not 
Rama that first proposea an alliance but Hanuman on behalf of Sugriva. Rama simply accepts the 


prayer made by Hanuman in, as much as it is in accordance with Dharma and consistent with the 


advice given by Kabandha. This shows his ‘3tf$taTe4eal and is consistent with emae, It was a 


strange coincidence he was approached by Sugriva. 
Sugriva lived wtih Tara only after knowing the death of Vali, while Vali lived with his 
brother’s wife even knowing his brother is alive. Sugriva even said that he did not know the 


whereabouts of Ravana ( IV.7.2). When he was reproached by Vali, Rama himself gives the 
reason thus: 1. “AeH?: Ua: Rreaanft yoriea: Gaad wats etleranUrl Tea: UA gaa: 
Uat et: wage efeer: Taya sc Fe AAYAA Add SRO ues gael cst Wasa) WT 
ada water aaa TATA Sea ea eUea EaeT Hera: | Ware aces ATT STAT 
Reha ageadtaes t ITA AMAT aR wal fawatsfery cuets widurea a 
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meses wage ue: wereaa uae Fog agen a fe tases art atatss Hon wt 
aT at war aeaysed Bi Wa A AA ST eT: STI Ts Aleit: Het 
wed SUT Uda T Aared dar WaHaaen vidas het aes aed fear 

2. “aden emt seta geen: aa fre: sad Arafat Sorat aaah Weta et archers 
URe Far wate ausreteat at afer Araat: for: eect safer Gat: Tafel sear! Manu 
VIIL318, Qatar fenterar St: Seay Rad Wat aad WT Teac afore 

3, “ust a: a wa aus wet vanft quad are aruofsaet sat at aadica: qeary que 
darme steare ferafaers: wa: cat wept seat eet ge TMI 

4. All the above reasons hold good, if you are one who can be expected to be intelligent enough, 
to understand and appreciate Dharma like a man. But if, as you pleaded durng the course of your 
accusation that you are only a monkey and so should not be taken to task for Dharma which is 
peculiar only to men, then my answer is that Kings are allowed by sastras, to kill any wild animal 
in anyway they like. No questions arise as to the proper method of hunting a wild animal. 
Questions of fair play arise only when it is directed against Kshatriyas and equals. It is just to 
save the world from wild animals, which are infinitely powerful for mischief and do not observe 


Dharma and the purpose of protecting the world from their depradation, any strategems may be 
made use of for killing them: - “CHcaT feat Far ar art AIEITT ofdqeert ar 
THROAT MAA 8.40; aT gest srrgEd cic four farsi agat yerete wrentodaay | 
Manu IV.34. 

You cannot expect a man to observe passive resistance and non-violent methods against 
an unthinking animal. Vali was beastly in nature as the beast in him predominated over the 
human element. 

5. Rama did not enter Kishikindha for he had given a promise that he will spend 14 years in a 
forest. That is the reason why he remained outside the gates of Kishikindha and not because of 


any fear of Vali or in pursuance of a desire to use a strategem against Vali. When Rama was 


asked to enter Kishikandha by Hanuman after Valivadha, Rama replies: —““d Tea > eee ot 
a aie a Wa yazartat edt fg hicararera Though Vali was really fighting outside 


Kishkindha, Rama could have thought that to be in the forest was safer to keep up the promise. 
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He could not have known the units of the town and so preferred to remain in the forest though 
afterwards he came to know that it was outside. 


6. Vali was satisfied, with the reason given by Rama and confesed that he deserved the fate: “T 
ay wad ceat etsfeerafara: (XVIIL44); “aaa at se aed aa dara: vita wae fe 
TRUST WTA AATaater safer Teed efenfeaar aver etarafareraii(s0). 
(<antunedt er et Wa OF Fadl Santi parva 109.28: Vali himself says of Rama, “eal 
Haas He ot HRA. 

7. When one suffers for breach of Dharma, the suffering is brought about by Dharma itself and 


he who causes the suffering actually is only an instruments and is not guilty. Rama says: “det 


okay eta: uftaferd: gat at TEMES tae Caaar FeeraT:|| Where Rama owns himself only 
as an instrument in the hands of Dharma. cf. ‘¢f Ud edlefedl cf. the case of Sessions Judge who 


sentences a criminal to be hanged. 

8. Rama also says that he is only a servant of Bharata who is ruling the kingdom and to whom all 
those lands belonged and as a servant he has to discharge his duty to his king. Thus at one stroke 
Rama discharges his duty to his king, to Sita, to Dharma, to Sugriva, to Vali and to the world at 
large and the duty he owes to himself and to society. 


9. Even apart from the promise, Rama was 31fstdtacaet and must protect Sugriva according to 


emaent as Sugriva sought refuge at his feet. 

Moreover even if there were no promise, since Sugriva was his friend, any foe of his 
friend must be necessarily his enemy. qe et edtarquzad: wet caarit ad art 
eittarqaftan! shows that Vali also could have done what Sugriva could do and there would have 


been some meaning in seeking Vali’s help if only Vali were following Dharma, vide Rama’s 
words in VI.18.3: “awed aed Faas HAS Set sat Tae Tara SSA 


Rama had a vrata that he would protect anybody who fell at his feet and sought refuge: 


THES VMS CaS I aad sys Sys A caretdgad All cf. VI.18.33-34 with regard to 


Vibhishana. 
10. Madhwa says in aaa uta:, that Rama killled Vali only because Sugriva sought the 


protection of Hanuman and Rama naturally favoured the latter as Vishnu favours HUT :— 
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‘eeft ga vat: aa afttatsat ata aq: sft dears: ofa afersad fafa ata ft atsaart 
ToT SATS Hatst War: Us TPIT Aad rete daft vast Fea ys S arefeait 
adit aes ofert seq Udo Ud Gua water aat aatst: |e TT Wa wy waa ad 
frat: SqAd: days dara Wort: we cent var = fereefaaft steotsta Fifer: 
Tectnaret: Ta aes Teer fF Gerd: fer aa ast SAF Hos Wer! (V.46-49). 

11. Madhwa says that Rama did not kill Vali at first for the following reasons:- “@t wata afe 
aot oferta ae Paray semaht chet det: aeterrh wate carat batt art ad fahod 
aoa alueeer araret wat Pafaqureit aaa wg: sit ta ware det Rede 
aby sft qed 7 eer tt afd fated att ae: sft ¢ ent geeatg ws qaes on sit wea 
| (VL.14.16). 

12. Again Madhwa’s justification fo Rama remaining hidden: - “wer Fay afe arafsasatt = 
Weteard AH SAcate Pera: arar gar + sacs verses Teaser wages selsfetran cart 
avteaft aq vores od rat aah a veat: yodea da coregeaddia Petr agai or 
TASRAATAM AEA! FT: Wea: Tatars Ret gota gray: tara: fer cea gfSoerrer 
OT asd HP ST (VI.19-20). 


13. Again he says Rama shows his magnanimity by agreeing to revive Vali which the latter 


refuses:- “Gatsx afe fama w aee ust wet sidaaar afe arofa a oafafeet sft 
Toca et cal ae teas Ait Years (V1.22). 

14. In the Uttarakanada Vali is represented as having entered into an offensive and defensive 
alliance with Ravana and as a friend of Ravana who has abducted Sita, Vali could never be an 
ally of Rama as well: - “aM: Yat: Wt Ue ATS A STH aatartfasey at afasath etter 

- says Ravana to Vali in VII.34.41. Perhaps this is the reason why Kabandha advised Rama to 
enter into an alliance with Sugriva. Moreover one who has himself stolen the younger brother’s 
wife could not be expected to sympathise with the fate of a husband whose wife has been stolen 
by somebody else. Nor could he be expected to influence the other robber, for how could he have 
the cheek to preach morality to another whle he himself was gulty of the same offfence. So 


neither by force nor by persuation was there any likelihood of Vali being of any help to Rama. 
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Vali himself expresses that Lanka was invulnerable and Rama invincible: [V:35;15-18. Vanaras 
did not know the use of bows and arrows whereas Ravana knew. Even Vali’s father himself was 
defeated so many times by Ravana. What could Vali himself do? 

15. The criticism that Rama ought to have arbitrated between the two brothers is meaningless 
since Vali was not found prepared to condone Sugriva’s fault even after the request of Tara 
immediately before his going to fight. Moreover it was not a mere question of recovery of stolen 
property but a case of punishment meted out to a wrong-doer for the wrong he has already done 
and to save him from the sin of such wrong-doing. 


16. cf. Valmiki’s question to Narada: - “HEAT aad tee TAT ha aretary aaah 
aera geqdd:l etc. and the answer given by Narada: - “Cae GIRIs Gort a ed ta: 
Tera lactase ater Uneferar tetat Fae me tase Wferai. Also Brahma's words to 
Valmiki when he instructed him to compose Ramayana: “eater Tora cia wares eft! ete. 
cf.also Vali's words: ‘GUAT Pars Her ut pheat?, Again: “Ar Fea qateaftard YT 
et Apa A A ota UTA 
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(These Notes of Class Talks of Swami Tyagishanandajee Maharaj were taken down by Sw. 
Kirtidananda during the period of April and June 1941 who joined the Order under him). 


SWAMI TYAGISHANANDA: Born in 1891 at Trichhur in the royal family of Cochin as V.K. 
Krishna Menon had his primary education in Trichhur, did I.A at Maharaja College,Erakulam 
getting First in Sanskrit and the Gold Medal, under the Madras University and later did B.A and 
Law at the Presidency College at Madras During these days he came into contact with Swami 
Ramakrishnananda at the Ramakrishna Math, Mylapore which gave a definite form to his spirit 
of Tyaga and Service. He got spiriutlal initiation from Swami Brahmananda and secured 
tremendous patience and life long self-effort. After graduation in Law he practiced for some 
time and later gave up it all together because of an incident of telling lies in a case. He became 
the Headmaster at the Middle School of ‘Vivekodayam Sangha’ (Sri Ramakrishna Gurukula) at 
Trichur in 1924 and got his L.T Degree. Teaching was his life-long habit. He undertook the 
Kerala Flood Relief of 1924. During this time he started living at the School premises in a small 
hut. Along with the influence of Ramakrishna-Vivekananda ideas he was a great admirer of 
Mahatma Gandhi and used Khadi throughout. The teachers and the students of the school spun 
Khadi and wore it and it became famous for its nationalistic principles and teachings. Mahatma 
Gandhi visited the school and blessed. He started a Hostel seperatly for Boys and Girls for 
Harijan children education in 1927 at South Puranattukara village, inspite of the social 
opposition. He begged from door to door to maintain it and few young men influenced by him 
joined as his companaions and many even joined the Order. He was a strict disciplinarian 
observing Ekadashi Vrata. Once he wanted to test whether he was truly practicing Swami 
Vivekanada’s ‘Daridra Devo Bhava’ and feeling the presence of Shiva in every Jiva. He took a 
vow to worship the first beggar he saw and worship him as Narayana and complete the Dwadashi 
Parayana. Next day what he encountered - meeting a Lepor Begger made him disturb for a 
moment but regaining he brought him inside and worshipped him formally and served him to his 
heart’s content. He continued to observe this vow on all Ekadashis life-long. He lived at 
Tiruvannamali with Ramana Maharshi for some time. 

He joined the Order in 1922 at Madras and got his Sanyasa Deeksha from Swami 
Shivananda in 1932. He was the first President of the Vilangana Ramakrishna Ashrama. Years of 


hard struggle amidst adversity broke his health and was transferred for rest to Bangalore and was 
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appointed as its President in 1938 where he stayed till his last. He attatned MahaSamadhi away 
on August 6,1951. He was known for his erudite scholarship and sterling spiritual qualities in 
the Sangha. His discourses and talks on the Gita, Upanishads and Brahma Sutra and Bhagavata, 
without any reference to notes and commentaries are a legend. His work on ‘Narada 
Bhaktisutras’ which is a master piece and the article for the Cultural Heritage of India ‘Message 
of Bhagavata’ are testimony to his deep scholarship. Besides these two works, Svetasvatra 
Upanishad and Mandukya Karika are available to us. Efforts are being made to make available 
his talks on Isavasyopanishad, Bhagavad Gita, Avatara and varied allied spiritual topics. The 


Shlokas very dear to him were the following ones:- 

BM Heat Rated Gat: Gaeta eT ET: | 

ator: came TH AaUlay SA SSA STRAT AAT 112 

MPIT WAIT HAW AC | Taq: SATEEN YT ST FATT IRI 
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